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Abstract 
Giacomo Casanova was born on 2 April 1725 in Venice and died in Dux, Bohemia 
on 4 June 1798. The voluminous manuscript of his memoirs, written in French, was 
recently acquired by the Bibliothèque Nationale de France for approximately £6 
million, demonstrating the cultural significance of those memoirs today. The 
purchase resulted in an exhibition, the publication and reprinting of many of 
Casanova’s own writings and numerous new works about Casanova since 2010. 
The timing of this thesis coincides with a renewed academic interest in Casanova. 
Popular interest in him has been fairly constant since the 19th century. Given his 
interesting life story and the fact that he still interests international publics today, we 
might ask: Was he famous in his own time? Was he a celebrity? What is the 
difference between these two things? 
 
In historical accounts of fame and celebrity theory, it is argued that older models of 
fame (associated with merit or achievement) preceded the relatively recent 
phenomenon of celebrity (associated with artifice, media manipulation and a distinct 
lack of achievement). Historical studies of fame, or particular instances of it by 
scholars of the 18th century, focus on figures whose fame can be tied to a particular 
achievement or ascribed status, for example authors, politicians, actors, artists, 
composers, musicians and monarchs. Most contend that modern celebrity is a 
uniquely 20th and 21st-century phenomenon, inextricably linked to modern social 
conditions, forms of expression and means of mass and virtually instantaneous 
dissemination of visual images. Popular and academic discourse over the past two 
centuries presents celebrity as unique to the present historical context. The general 
trend is for each generation to plot the origin of celebrity or at least the point at which 
it reaches its most critical state in one’s own historical context.  
 
This study is an investigation of Casanova’s “well-knownness”. Well-knownness is a 
convenient umbrella term, taken from celebrity theory, which is intended to describe 
all the different ways of being well known, such as fame, notoriety and celebrity. It is 
used here to describe Casanova’s status as a well-known person during his lifetime. 
This study explores the hypothesis that contemporary celebrity both as observed in 
popular culture and as conceived by celebrity theorists shares significant similarities 
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with Casanova’s historical well-knownness, suggesting a celebrity culture in the 18th 
century.  
 
Several of the distinctive qualities of the contemporary celebrity identified by 
commentators on popular culture and celebrity theorists are that their fame has 
become detached from and outstrips their meritorious achievements (or indeed they 
may not claim any such achievements), they are highly visible through the media, 
their private lives attract greater public interest than their professional lives, they 
engage in deliberate attention-seeking, they circulate within particular networks and 
physical spaces, as a group and as individuals they have enormous economic 
power, there is intense public interest in their opinions and activities and they derive 
wealth and social power from their well-knownness.  A case study of Casanova’s 
well-knownness allows one to observe these trends. This suggests that the desire 
among certain individuals and the market for modern celebrity, hitherto described as 
a creature of the 20th century onwards, may in fact have emerged during the 18th 
century.  
 
Casanova’s well-knownness has been given no critical attention. Celebrity, on the 
other hand, is one of the fastest growing areas of scholarship and provides an 
unusual correlation between academic and popular interest. By opening up a 
discourse between these two fields, it is hoped that new and fruitful discussions will 
be encouraged. 
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Introduction 
 
Je commence par déclarer à mon lecteur que dans tout ce que j’ai fait de bon 
ou de mauvais dans toute ma vie, je suis sûr d’avoir mérité  ou démérité, et 
que par conséquent je dois me croire libre.1 (Casanova HDMV 1: 1) 
 
Introduction 
Giacomo Casanova was born on 2 April 1725 in Venice, the eldest of six children of 
two actors. He travelled Europe extensively, supporting himself through ad hoc 
projects, temporary appointments, wealthy patrons and charlatanism.  Throughout 
his lifetime, he had audiences with royalty and two popes, he amassed and lost 
fortunes, he was imprisoned in and escaped from “the Leads” prison underneath the 
lead-plated roof of the Doge’s Palace in Venice, he had a much publicised duel with 
Count Franciszek Ksawery Branicki, he met some of the most famous figures of the 
18th century, he was expelled from numerous cities and was at times a lawyer, a 
soldier, a priest, a violinist and a spy. The final years of Casanova’s life were spent 
at the Chateau of Count Waldstein in Dux, Bohemia, where he died on 4 June 1798. 
During his years in Dux, Casanova commenced writing the story of his life but died 
before he had finished. The voluminous manuscript of Casanova’s self-styled 
memoirs, written in French, was recently acquired by the Bibliothèque Nationale de 
France for approximately £6 million (Bremner), demonstrating the cultural 
significance  attributed to those memoirs today. The purchase has resulted in an 
exhibition, the publication and reprinting of many of Casanova’s own writings and 
numerous new works about Casanova since 2010. The timing of this thesis 
coincides with a renewed academic interest in Casanova. Popular interest in him, or 
perhaps more accurately, in the myths associated with his name, has been fairly 
constant since the 19th century. 
 
Casanova still fascinates people. In the 20th and 21st centuries, he has been 
regularly portrayed in theatrical works,2 film and television,3 novels4 and comic 
                                                          
1
 Opening line of Casanova’s preface to his memoirs. 
2
 For example Casanova Comédie parodique by Guillaume Apollinaire (Apollinaire); Mark Killmurray’s 
adaptation of Russell T. Davies’ Casanova (Sydney, 2011).   
3
 Perhaps most notably by Bela Lugosi in the Hungarian film Casanova (1918), by Ivan Mozzhukin in 
Alexandre Volkoff’s The Loves of Casanova (1926);  by Frank Finlay in the BBC television miniseries 
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books.5 He is usually portrayed as an epic seducer, richly dressed, an adventurer 
who is recognised wherever he goes. There is a continuing market for Casanova 
biographies. His native Venice is filled with cafes, restaurants, hotels and shops 
bearing his name. Even Dux, now Duchkov in the Czech Republic, boasts a 
Casanova Cafe and Count Waldstein’s castle is a dedicated Casanova museum. In 
the present day, Casanova is clearly famous in the sense that his name is familiar to 
many people across the world. Given that he still interests international publics 
today, we might ask: Was he famous in his own time? Was he a celebrity? What is 
the difference between these two things? 
 
In historical accounts of fame and studies of celebrity, it is often argued that older 
models of fame (associated with merit or achievement) preceded the relatively 
recent phenomenon of celebrity (associated with manufactured behaviours, media 
manipulation and a distinct lack of achievement). Many theorists contend that 
celebrity is a uniquely 20th and 21st-century phenomenon, inextricably linked to 
modern social conditions, forms of expression and means of mass and virtually 
instantaneous dissemination of visual images. Popular discourse over the past two 
centuries presents celebrity as unique to the given commentator’s historical context. 
For example, a character in Earl Conrad’s 1962 roman á clef about Errol Flynn 
laments: “Something had happened to kill the old society. It was these new 
celebrities like Eden [Flynn]...they had come up because they acquired position or 
notoriety, and made the headlines and they married colorful people; they were in the 
news, in the columns: this new celebreciety.” (Conrad 82) More than half a century 
later, such reflections on celebrity continue to be found in the popular sphere. The 
singer, Annie Lennox, makes a similar complaint, railing about “the phenomena of 
celebrity” in early 2013, she says: “Trust me...everything changed in the early 90s. 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
Casanova (1971), by Donald Sutherland in Frederico Fellini’s Il Casanova di Frederico Fellini (1976),  
by Tony Curtis in the comedy film The Rise and Rise of Casanova (1977), by Marcello Mastroiani in 
the French  film La Nuit de Varennes (1982), by Richard Chamberlain in the US comedy television 
movie Casanova (1987), by Alain Delon in the French film Le Retour de Casanova (1992), by Heath 
Ledger in Lasse Hallström’s Hollywood film Casanova (2005), by Tom Frederic and Patrick Bergin in 
the Canadian television miniseries Casanova’s love letters (2005) and by David Tennant and Peter 
O’Toole in the UK produced television miniseries Casanova (2005).  
4
 Including Eleanor Wylie’s The Venetian Glass Nephew (1925), Richard Aldington’s The Romance of 
Casanova (1947), Sándar Márai’s Casanova in Bolzano (1949), Roland Vane’s Casanova Prince of 
Lovers! (1949), Andrei Codrescu’s Casanova in Bohemia (2002), Alain Vircondelet’s Les derniers 
jours de Casanova (2005) and Susan Swan’s What Casanova told me (2005). 
5
 Such as Aircel Comic’s Casanova (1991 – ongoing), Verlag J. Fischer’s German comic Casanova 
(1994), Glénat’s Giacomo C. (1988 - 2005) and German manga Der Casanovakomplex (2007). 
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Up to that point, you rarely ever heard the damned word [celebrity]. It all really 
revved up with the development of internet downloading. So many things changed at 
that point. The whole music industry turned into a completely different ball game.” 
(Betiku 2) Where discourse about celebrity in the 1960s has focussed on 
newspapers, writing on this topic in the late 20th century has focussed more on the 
internet. Those writing today focus on specific facets of the internet such as iTunes, 
YouTube and the so called social media such as Twitter, Facebook and Instagram. 
The general trend is for each generation to plot the origin of celebrity in its own 
historical context and to lay the blame for it at the door of the existing media of 
communication. It is conceived as a newly emerged crisis, a negative cultural 
transformation which precedes the present moment and constitutes an urgent 
problem. In this respect, critical commentary has consistently followed popular 
opinion.  
 
The distinctive qualities of contemporary celebrities are that their fame has become 
detached from and outstrips their meritorious achievements (if any), they are highly 
visible through the media, their private lives attract greater public interest than their 
professional lives, they engage in deliberate attention-seeking, they circulate within 
particular networks and physical spaces, as a group and as individuals they have 
enormous economic power, there is intense public interest in their opinions and 
activities and they derive wealth and social power from their well-knownness.  A 
case study of Casanova’s well-knownness allows one to observe these trends. This 
suggests that modern celebrity may have in fact emerged during the 18th century.  In 
light of this, we need to rethink many of the assumptions underlying current 
discourses about celebrity. 
 
This study is an investigation of Casanova’s “well-knownness”. Well-knownness is a 
convenient umbrella term, taken from celebrity theory, which is intended to describe 
all the different ways of being well known, such as fame, notoriety and celebrity. It is 
used here to describe Casanova’s status as a well-known person during his lifetime. 
This study explores the hypothesis that the nature of Casanova’s well-knownness 
shares significant similarities with contemporary celebrity, suggesting a celebrity 
culture in the 18th century.  I use the term well-knownness in relation to Casanova in 
order to avoid the confusion attendant upon the lack of consensus as to the definition 
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of celebrity and also to resist implying assumptions from celebrity theory when the 
issue under discussion is precisely whether Casanova can be conceived of as a 
celebrity. When the term “celebrity” is used, it is to refer to the distinctly modern form 
of celebrity described by celebrity theorists and popular culture commentators in the 
late 20th and early 21st centuries and typified by its cultural pervasiveness. In this 
way, when comparisons are being drawn between Casanova’s well-knownness and 
celebrity, this will be explicit. 
 
What is celebrity?  
The term “celebrity” has taken on a particular significance in academic work and 
popular culture in the last 60 years or so. The key aspect of the usage of this term is 
the description of a person as “a celebrity”. There is not one universally agreed 
definition of this term. However, what is widely agreed is what celebrity looks like. 
Today, celebrities are all around us. Many come from the film and television 
industries; they are photographed by paparazzi when they are out in public and 
those images are rapidly disseminated across the globe; their private lives and most 
mundane domestic activities are reported as news; they are often seen in the 
company of other celebrities; they are regularly seen in major capital cities; they are 
often seen at prestigious publicised events such as the Oscars, the Cannes film 
festival and Wimbledon; and they enjoy privileged status relative to ‘ordinary people’ 
(for example retail outlets may close their doors to allow them to browse, hotels will 
give them their best rooms and restaurants their best tables).  Most commentators 
use the formulation “celebrity culture” to describe this phenomenon (Schickel 
Common Fame; Rojek Fame Attack; Rojek Celebrity; Schickel Intimate Strangers; 
Turner). Van Krieken prefers “celebrity society” (van Krieken). In each case, 
celebrities share a number of defining characteristics: they are highly visible through 
the media, their private lives attract greater public interest than their professional 
lives, their fame outstrips their meritorious achievements (or indeed they may not 
claim any such achievements), as a group and as individuals they have enormous 
economic power, their images and relationships with the public are mediated by 
cultural intermediaries (agents, publicists, marketing personnel, promoters, 
photographers, fitness trainers, wardrobe staff, cosmetic experts and personal 
assistants), there is intense public interest in their opinions and activities  and they 
derive wealth and social power from their well-knownness (Rojek Fame Attack vii, ix; 
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Turner 1, 2; van Krieken 1, 5; Rojek Celebrity 10). Celebrity describes that particular 
kind of well-knownness.  
 
Celebrity is usually regarded as something negative; inferior to fame and somehow 
artificial. Sandi Toksvig describes the perceived difference by saying that celebrity is 
seeking fame for its own sake whereas fame is having it seek you for some 
achievement or other (Toksvig 104). Fame is understood to be not necessarily 
mediated and attaching to achievement rather than personality. It is regarded as 
concrete, enduring and commendable. Celebrity is not. A recurrent complaint is that 
some people have not done anything which makes them worthy of the level of public 
recognition and privilege they enjoy. Boyd Hilton, television editor of Heat magazine, 
said in 2004: “[P]ossibly the only thing...more ubiquitous than celebrities are people 
complaining about them” (Hilton 21). Critical commentary seems to parallel popular 
discourse to a significant extent. Writing in 1994 of celebrity in the entertainment 
industry, Joshua Gamson observes that the themes repeat themselves: the 
trivialisation of endeavour, commitment, and action; visibility as its own reward; the 
elimination of distinctions between deserving and undeserving people; the seductive 
replacement of real life with artificial image; and the increased inability to make such 
distinctions – even more important, the lack of interest in making them (Gamson 10). 
Though the analysis is often more subtle, essentially those themes have not 
changed across academic writings since the 1960s which is, in my view, when 
celebrity studies began. In this thesis, fame describes well-knownness deriving from 
meritorious achievement and celebrity this apparently more superficial well-
knownness.6 Though critical commentators agree that celebrity is a hugely 
significant phenomenon, it is generally presented as something negative, sometimes 
as the root cause of social problems. 
 
Casanova was also talked about by his contemporaries in the same negative way in 
which celebrity is discussed in the present day. When read with an awareness of 
current discourses about celebrity and theoretical writing on the subject, Casanova’s 
memoirs portray 18th-century Europe very much as a society in which celebrity 
                                                          
6
 By proposing definitions of these terms for the purposes of this thesis, I do not intend to imply that 
these specific types of well-knownness are mutually exclusive. Indeed, I strongly advocate a more 
nuanced approach to the analysis of such questions. I note in the Conclusion the possibility of people 
exhibiting both of these types of well-knownness and shifting between the two in different contexts. 
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flourished. This means that we need to rethink the way we conceive of celebrity. We 
should consider that its causes do not lie in the technological developments of the 
19th and 20th centuries so often cited. I argue that print media, television and the 
internet are the tools for the production and dissemination of celebrity in a given 
historical context; they dictate the form in which celebrity is consumed in each 
historical period. The undoubted importance of those technologies to the production 
and consumption of celebrity today has overtaken the discussion of it in ways that 
are unhelpful. If we consider all the ways in which celebrity is similar to Casanova’s 
well-knownness in the 18th century then a new set of lines of enquiry are revealed. 
 
Scope of the field – writings about Casanova and celebrity 
This thesis engages with two broad areas of scholarship: works about Casanova and 
works about fame and celebrity. By bringing these two fields into dialogue, it is 
hoped that new and fruitful discussions will be encouraged. I have drawn upon the 
abundance of work which has already been done in relation to Casanova’s life and 
works. However, the limitations of this type of work must also be recognised.  In 
historical works about Casanova, his well-knownness is not discussed, is asserted 
without reference to supporting evidence or is ascribed characteristics which conflict 
with available evidence. Further, Casanova’s well-knownness is not described 
consistently across such works – the reasons given for it ranging from his sexual 
prowess to his published works and the degree of it from rather shady character on 
the fringe of society to the greatest conversationalist in Europe.  To date, the 
question of his well-knownness has received scant critical attention. Significantly, it is 
usually presented as a conceptual monolith rather than, as I argue it should be, as a 
dynamic proposition. If Casanova’s well-knownness is mentioned at all it is usually 
by way of blanket statements (such as ‘he was a famous adventurer’) which do not 
account for the possibility that the nature and extent of his well-knownness changed 
throughout the course of his life or that he was not famous but exhibited another kind 
of well-knownness.  
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A review of writings about Casanova allows one to identify several distinct traditions 
in Casanova scholarship: Casanovism,7 studies of ‘Casanova’s women’, biographies 
and academic criticism. Casanovism represents the earliest and largest body of 
writing about Casanova while the other categories are relatively recent. The first 
three categories involve studies of Casanova’s life (or the lives of the women he 
knew). By “academic criticism”, I refer to critical work which looks beyond 
Casanova’s biography and engages with other critical work in relation to the 18th 
century.  
 
There are a number of themes common to Casanovist studies:  
i. an overall positive account of Casanova’s conduct and character is given 
(though the reasons for this may vary); 
ii. the authors are mostly male;8 
iii. the authors either expressly or implicitly assume a male readership for 
Casanova’s memoirs and their own work; 
iv. the focus is on Casanova’s life and deeds; 
v. Casanova’s own account of his life is the framework though which any extra-
textual documents are considered and from which particular episodes are 
selected for analysis; 
vi. veracity (complete or essential) with respect to Casanova’s account of his 
own life is assumed; and 
vii. a belief in Casanova’s extraordinary and remarkable personal, physical and 
mental attributes is evident. 
The veracity of Casanova’s memoirs is a key question for Casanovists, arguably the 
only question. As a result, Casanovists have collectively undertaken a meticulous 
review of the archives of Europe for references to and information about Casanova. 
They have fact-checked his own account of his life, identified discrepancies within 
this account and also with other contemporary sources.  This body of work is 
essential as a reference tool for approaching Casanova’s account of his life and also 
in assessing his well-knownness as much of the primary source material relevant to 
that question has already been identified. 
                                                          
7
 Casanovist (Casanoviste in French) is their own term for themselves and distinguishes them from 
casanoviens, who they class as “les simples amateurs” (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze 
Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2.  9). 
8
 Though there are very few female Casanovists, a notable exception is Marie-Françoise Luna. 
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Edouard Maynial, Jean Rive Childs and Stefan Zweig, three of the most noted 
Casanovists, assume the complete veracity of Casanova’s account of his life though 
they each propose different overarching truths about that life. Casanova et son 
temps by Maynial begins with an observation that interest in Casanova began with 
the reading of his erotic adventures and that later the story of his life was given 
erudite attention by critics and historians (Maynial 7). In Casanova: A Study in Self-
Portraiture, Zweig gives a dismissive account of Casanova’s literary works – calling 
him “a chance intruder in world literature” (Zweig 11). For Zweig, Casanova’s “plain, 
matter-of-fact account of his life as it actually was” is his only claim to intellectual or 
artistic achievement (Zweig 17). Zweig contends that Casanova’s other writings are 
unreadable, his philosophising dull and that he is a cheat. Nonetheless, he also 
writes that Casanova’s name is “on everyone’s lips” (Zweig 12), that he has achieved 
immortality and that fame has come to him “superabundantly” (Zweig 13).  This is an 
anachronistic Casanovist line which is entirely unconvincing.  As will be discussed in 
detail in the fourth chapter, Casanova’s storytelling was far from plain or matter-of-
fact. Further, fame resulting from his memoirs came to him only posthumously so 
Zweig totally disregards Casanova’s well-knownness during his lifetime. Childs’ 
Casanova: A Biography Based on New Documents is a chronological account of 
Casanova’s life, with a focus on recent factual discoveries at the time of publication, 
in particular the purported identifications of female figures represented by 
pseudonyms in his memoirs. Childs accepts that his work overly stresses this new 
material but says this is done “in the belief that these have the prime importance in 
substantiating the essential veracity of the Memoirs” (13). Childs portrays Casanova 
as “one of the most erudite men of his era” (12) and a “genius” (13). This is in direct 
contradiction with Zweig. 
 
Charles Samaran’s Jacques Casanova Vénétien is an account of Casanova’s 
adventures in France.  Samaran adopts a middle road between two schools of 
thought he identifies at the outset; namely, those who conclude too quickly that 
everything in the memoirs is exact, and those who refuse to give Casanova the least 
credence (vii). Samaran describes him as “célèbre aventurier” (avant-propos) and 
“homme à projets” (302). He writes that Casanova met the most illustrious men of his 
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time,9 that he wrote philosophical and theatrical works and that he was 
“magnifiquement vêtu” and “à son aise chez les érudits comme chez les gens de 
lettres” (iv).  For completeness, it is also important to mention Casanova l’admirable 
by Philippe Sollers, an exploration by one of France’s most notable writers of the 
question ‘Who is Casanova?’ (9). Sollers asserts that we believe we know who 
Casanova is, but that we are wrong. Proceeding from this basic disorienting 
proposition, Sollers’ account of Casanova’s life is undeniably personal and 
interspersed with episodes of his own life. Sollers has certainly conducted archival 
research and demonstrates a familiarity with what Casanova wrote about himself, his 
other written works and also with contemporary discourses surrounding his life and 
works. Sollers’ detailed account of Casanova’s life and achievements seems 
directed towards the two-fold objective of: firstly, familiarising his late 20th-century 
readership with Casanova, making him relevant and approachable as opposed to a 
remote 18th-century figure; and, secondly, debunking the conception of Casanova as 
a one-dimensional character whose only remarkable achievement was frenetic bed-
hopping. Sollers contends that Casanova was one of the greatest writers of the 18th 
century (13). Casanova l’admirable is a contemporary example of the kind of 
unquestioning, though meticulous, appreciation of Casanova evident in the earlier 
works outlined above.  
 
Another recent example of this essayist tradition is Le Monde secret de Casanova by 
Angelo Mainardi, journalist and novelist. Mainardi considers Casanova’s association 
with the occult, freemasonry, alchemy, astrology and magic. While this indeed 
bespeaks a relatively innovative reading of Casanova in that it resists a 
preoccupation with his erotic adventures, the approach is subjective and hence, in 
my view, Casanovist. Nonetheless, Mainardi’s fundamental point, that an 
understanding of Casanova’s life must take into account his secret dealings on the 
fringe of social acceptability, is certainly one which this thesis espouses.  
 
In apparently deliberate contrast to the male oriented tradition of Casanovism, 
feminist approaches to the study of Casanova have emerged from the 20th century 
                                                          
9
 As will be discussed in the following chapter, the term illustre (illustrious) had a particular 
significance in Casanova’s historical context and it would be most unlikely that his peers would have 
applied it to him.  
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onwards. A recent trend is studies focussing on the women connected with his life. In 
fictional works, Casanova is invariably presented as a famous seducer of women. 
Studies which focus on ‘Casanova’s women’, to adopt the language of one author, 
take as their subject a corpus of female figures connected with Casanova’s life. They 
cast light upon Casanova’s relationships with certain women, relationships which 
were, as I argue in the sixth chapter, relevant to his well-knownness. 
 
Lettres d’amour à Casanova is a collection of correspondence, compiled by Alain 
Buisine, between Casanova and Cécile de Roggendorff, a young German 
noblewoman, during 1797 and 1798, when he was 72 and she 22. Buisine’s work 
represents a significant contribution to existing knowledge about Casanova as the 
Dux period of Casanova’s life is not given much attention elsewhere.10 In his letters 
to Cécile, Casanova includes a précis of his life and also mentions the memoirs 
which he was then writing. Casanova’s Women: the Great Seducer and the Women 
He Loved by Judith Summers is a recent study of female figures which she says 
were significant to Casanova. Summers is a writer of novels and popular 
biographies. A degree of artistic licence is taken and Summers engages with her 
subject in the relatively superficial manner demanded by her work’s commercial 
market. Summers’ description of Casanova as a “seducer who, if operating today, 
might well be in prison for breach of promise, incest, fraud, paedophilia, grievous 
bodily harm and rape” (22), reveals her largely negative conception of Casanova and 
her 21st-century worldview. Indeed, she casts Casanova as a perpetual abandoner of 
women.  Summers’ objective seems to be to give a voice to key women described in 
Casanova’s memoirs. She also picks up where Childs left off and includes some 
theories as to the identities of women he has referred to by pseudonyms. In stark 
contrast to Summers, Lydia Flem conceives of Casanova as someone who was a 
friend to and had great respect for women in her thoughtful work, Casanova, 
l’homme qui aimait vraiment les femmes.  Flem interprets his relationships with 
women as falling into certain types such as those he loved and those who were 
inaccessible to him. Flem’s idea that Casanova had special and often mutually 
beneficial relationships with women is developed in the sixth chapter which 
                                                          
10
 This period is not described in his memoirs, Casanova having died before they reached the point 
where their protagonist was 50 years old. 
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considers the ways in which his relationships with women enhanced his well-
knownness. 
 
Biographies about him, yet another genre, are regularly published, demonstrating 
continued popular interest in Casanova. Biographies are distinct from Casanovist 
works in that they are ostensibly objective in approach and the author’s own 
personal opinions are backgrounded. In Casanova L’Européen, Buisine writes that 
Casanova was a talented linguist, that he had a good knowledge of theology, and 
showed aptitude as an historian (45). Maxime Rovere’s Casanova, published in 
2011, is another example of a well-researched biography of the man as opposed to 
the myth, to use the language of the author (16). Casanova biographies demonstrate 
that Casanova is a famous person (because they continue to be published) and also 
the complete lack of understanding as to why this is the case (by not engaging with 
or by giving differing accounts of his well-knownness during his lifetime).   
 
Finally, there is a limited body of academic work about Casanova which adopts a 
more critical approach and contextualises him in relation to 18th-century social 
conditions and discourses. Two excellent and relevant examples are those by 
Chantal Thomas and Guy Chaussinand-Nogaret. In Casanova: Un voyage libertin, 
Thomas problematises the widely held assumption that Casanova’s memoirs can 
only be appreciated by a male readership. Thomas considers Casanova as a writer 
and a user of language. Thomas’s work looks, for the first time, at Casanova’s 
memoirs as a text rather than as a witness statement of a life to be fact checked. 
Significantly, Thomas contextualises many of the recurrent themes in Casanova’s 
life, such as gambling, charlatanism and libertinism, by engaging with historical 
discourses and considering contemporaneous social and cultural conditions. 
Thomas’s book begins with a catalogue of every consummated sexual encounter 
Casanova describes in his memoirs. By refusing to editorialise or romanticise 
Casanova’s conquests or to advance a reading of them which suggests he was 
really a thwarted monogamist whose heart was broken by one woman,11 Thomas 
avoids reading Casanova through the prism of 20th-century ideologies.  Similarly, 
Chaussinand-Nogaret’s Casanova: Les dessus et les dessous de l’Europe des 
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 This is invariably the woman he identifies by the pseudonym ‘Henriette’ in other accounts. 
 
 
20 
 
Lumières historically contextualises Casanova by taking account of 
contemporaneous discourse. This work calls into question the often repeated 
understanding of the 18th century as the age of reason. Chaussinand-Nogaret  
suggests that many historians have ignored the fact that the 18th century was a time 
of traditional thought, where superstition reigned as much in “salons mondains” as 
among the illiterate population (61). Chaussinand-Nogaret’s observations about the 
high level of superstition in all echelons of society are relevant to one of the 
questions this study investigates, namely Casanova’s success as a charlatan which 
is considered in the third chapter. His work also emphasises the importance of 
questioning long held assumptions in relation to the 18th century and of 
understanding Casanova as very much a man of his times. This thesis also adopts 
those two fundamental commitments. 
 
As noted at the beginning of this introduction, this thesis will engage with recent 
theories of celebrity in order to consider whether Casanova can be understood as an 
18th-century celebrity. Casanova’s well-knownness has been given no critical 
attention. Celebrity, on the other hand, is one of the fastest growing areas of 
scholarship and provides an unusual correlation between the interests of academic 
researchers and the interests of the general public (Beer and Penfold-Mounce 362). 
Celebrity studies is not an homogenous field. Theorists writing about celebrity come 
from sociology, cultural studies, history, media and film studies. I have grouped the 
works discussed below together as works about particular historical instances of 
celebrity, fame histories, works about celebrity by writers from media and cultural 
studies and works about celebrity by writers from sociology and the emerging 
discipline of “celebrity studies”.  
 
This is not the first study to suggest that historical figures could be celebrities. Tom 
Mole has done extensive work in relation to celebrity in Romantic Britain. Mole notes, 
as I realised at the outset of this project, that, according to the seminal texts on 
celebrity and the most noted commentators on the subject, celebrity did not exist 
prior to the 20th century (Mole Romanticism and 3; Mole Byron's romantic celebrity 
6). Disagreeing with this, Mole argues that, during the Romantic period, there was a 
“slow, diffuse but significant shift in the nature of fame” (Romanticism 2).  
Romanticism and celebrity culture, 1750-1850 is a collection of essays about diverse 
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cast of subjects with the objective of creating a “synoptic picture of celebrity as a 
multimedia phenomenon” (7). The contributors to this work identify the early decades 
of the 19th century as the inauguration of mass-media celebrity. Mole’s Byron’s 
romantic celebrity is a detailed study of Byron’s literary celebrity in which Mole 
argues that “we’ve had celebrities since the late 18th century and a celebrity culture 
since the beginning of the 19th” (1). Mole makes an important contribution to the 
historicisation of celebrity and many astute observations about celebrity in Romantic 
Britain. Here, I seek to build on that to trace the origins of the early 19th-century 
celebrity culture Mole describes in 18th-century European society. Other examples 
are Whitney Arnold’s study of Rousseau’s literary celebrity (Arnold) and Theatre and 
Celebrity in Britain 1660 – 2000, a collection of essays about theatrical celebrity in 
Britain from the 17th century to the 20th. Thus some recent work does suggest that 
there was a theatrical and literary celebrity culture in 18th-century Britain. The 
definition of celebrity offered by Luckhurst and Moody is “the condition of being much 
talked about” (1). They conceive of fame as the nature of the exceptional life and 
celebrity as a concept which focuses attention on the interplay between individuals 
and institutions, markets and media (1). Thus, for the contributors to their study, 
celebrity is distinct from fame but clearly not a creature of the media of the 20th and 
21st centuries. Luckhurst and Moody note that the 18th century is widely recognised 
as the historical moment when fame took a recognisably modern form (3). I propose 
Casanova’s well-knownness as a prime example of this. Their book examines the 
qualities associated with the charisma of a celebrated performer, the place of 
notoriety in the making and breaking of reputations, market forces involved in selling 
celebrity in the theatre and the ways in which particular celebrities emerged as 
symbols of Britain’s culture and identity. The identification of a culture of theatrical 
celebrity in the 18th century represents an important contribution to the history of 
celebrity as does the idea that the celebrity status of some 18th and 19th-century 
figures was the result of a deliberate process of self-promotion, media manipulation 
and objectification by an emerging mass culture based on print and mass-produced 
commodities. I believe that such trends were observable outside the industries of 
theatre and literature. 
 
Another author who agrees that there was a literary celebrity culture in the 18th 
century is Claire Brock who has drawn attention to the feminisation of fame in the 
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Romantic period. In The Feminization of Fame 1750 – 1830, Brock writes that, in 
spite of the paucity of critical attention, in reality, women came increasingly to 
dominate a feminised literary culture during this time (1). Though the distinction 
between fame and celebrity is not the focus of her work, her book is undoubtedly 
about female literary celebrity. She argues that the period from the mid-18th century 
to the first decades of the 19th became known as the “‘age of personality’” in which 
“fame became something other than an exclusive and exclusionary bastion of the 
socially privileged” (1). She contends that the politics of fame shifted in the second 
half of the 18th century to allow “not only a more democratic modernisation of 
celebrity, but also a feminization of a classical concept increasingly outmoded in a 
society driven by an obsession with instantaneous, multi-media forms of 
representation” (2). Her description of the latter half of the 18th century is a stark 
contrast with the way this period is presented in most commentary about celebrity 
which will be discussed below. Brock’s work provides a useful insight into one aspect 
of the changing nature of well-knownness in the latter half of the 18th century, namely 
the increasing intervention of women. It is precisely these types of shifts in social and 
cultural norms which are evident when we consider Casanova’s well-knownness in 
its historical context.  
 
Thus, some significant work has been done to establish that there were systems for 
the production of literary and theatrical celebrity in 18th-century Europe. While this 
work does provide insight into particular instances of celebrity in the 18th and 19th 
centuries, it does not deal with a figure like Casanova because the subjects had 
claims to fame which Casanova did not.12 Though he had ties to the theatrical 
community, he made no claim to theatrical celebrity and was not moved by the same 
market forces as actors and other paid performers. Nor, as I explain in the third 
chapter, could he have been regarded as a literary celebrity as Mole and others 
convincingly argue Byron, Rousseau and others were. Indeed, Casanova’s lack of 
                                                          
12
 There have been numerous studies of instances of 19
th
-century celebrity such as Hawkins and Ives' 
Women Writers and the Artifacts of Celebrity in the Long Nineteenth Century, Boyce et al's Victorian 
Celebrity Culture and Tennyson's Circle and Tuite's Lord Byron and Scandalous Celebrity. Like the 
works relating to 18
th
-century theatrical and literary celebrity mentioned, these are not immediately 
applicable or instructive in relation to a figure such as Casanova. Though much work has been done 
in relation to this period, as the titles suggest, most of it focusses on 19
th
-century literary celebrity in 
which Casanova did not play any part. In any event, the elements of this system for the production of 
celebrity, such as the 19
th
-century press industry post-date the object of the present study. 
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an occupation and lack of noble status distinguish him from the objects of other 
studies of historical celebrity. These facts render his well-knownness even more 
strikingly similar to the most recent permutations of celebrity. 
 
I characterise the work of Leo Braudy and Richard Sennett as fame histories. This is 
because their studies do not deal with celebrity as a distinct category of well-
knownness, unlike writers from the fields of media, cultural studies and sociology in 
recent years. Leo Braudy’s The Frenzy of Renown investigates fame’s “relation to a 
history of Western ideas of what an individual is” (15) and tracks these ideas from 
the rise of the Pharaoh in Egypt, to heroism in Classical society, the public man in 
Republican Rome, to the artists of 16th-century Europe and the advent of an 
“international European fame culture” in the 18th century (371).  Braudy draws no 
distinction between the notions of celebrity, fame and renown. Nonetheless, his 
study throws into relief the importance of 18th-century Europe in the history of fame. 
Of the examples of Christ and Socrates, Braudy notes that at the times of their 
deaths neither of them had “the stature that has retrospectively shone on them, 
singling them out, and making them famous posthumously” (14). At the risk of 
drawing overly lofty comparisons, I cannot resist noting that this observation applies 
equally to Casanova who died penniless and alone and whose precise burial place is 
now unknown, so long was it neglected.  While Braudy makes many astute 
observations about the nature of fame, it must be said that he conceives of it in the 
rather old-fashioned sense of posterity. He says fame “is made up of four elements: 
a person and an accomplishment, their immediate publicity, and what posterity has 
thought about them ever since” (15). I suggest that this formulation is too outdated to 
be relevant to people who are currently famous and too rigid to apply to celebrities. 
Indeed, it doesn’t readily apply to anyone living. Celebrity theorists argue, and I 
agree, that there are different types of well-knownness of which fame in the eyes of 
posterity is only one. Nonetheless, I do believe that an historical analysis of 
individualism is highly relevant to the study of well-knownness.   
 
Sennett’s The Fall of Public Man is a late 1970s study of the perceived contemporary 
social problems which he portrays as a symptom of the decaying of public life (4). 
Sennett’s study assumes an inextricable link between patterns of social interaction 
and public spaces such as parks. Sennett argues that there are blatant signs of an 
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unbalanced personal life and empty public life and that they are the end results of a 
change that began with the fall of the ancien régime and the formation of a new 
capitalist, secular, urban culture (16). Public spaces, the object of the second 
chapter of this thesis, are significant to the story of Casanova’s well-knownness. 
There was an abundance of attractive and usable space at the centre of social life in 
the 18th century. However, the present case study suggests that the use of such 
space was often more nuanced and less productive than is assumed by 
commentators such as Sennett. Further, I argue that the post ancien régime shift 
Sennett describes is also the reason for the emergence of a new type of well-
knownness, exemplified by Casanova. 
 
Sennett and Braudy's fame histories represent a significant contribution to 
understandings of well-knownness and the historicisation of many factors which we 
now associate with celebrity. Braudy's argument that fame is a "constant theme in 
the history of Western Society" is one which this thesis espouses in attempting to 
complicate the discourse insisting upon the recency and threat posed by celebrity 
(vii). Though not talking explicitly of the category of celebrity, Braudy does note that 
fame has always required publicity (3). Though his study does consider figures such 
as the Classical hero, by acknowledging the importance of publicity he avoids the 
problematic hero/celebrity dichotomy rhetoric.13 Sennett discusses the origins of the 
modern public (16, 17). Tracing it to 17th-century France, his study contains one of 
the key ideas developed in this thesis, namely that the public which consumes 
celebrity in the present day was recognisable in Casanova's historical context. 
Considering London and Paris in the mid-18th century, Sennett notes the large 
populations which grew through immigration of young and unattached people and 
the expansion of international trade (50, 51, 56). These social and economic factors 
helped shape that public. Of this period, Sennett comments on the theatricality of 
people's clothes and the symbolism conveyed by people's appearances (65, 66, 68, 
70). The emphasis placed upon the visual in 18th-century society is something which 
I discuss in detail in the second chapter. The importance of the visual and visibility is 
something overlooked by most writing about celebrity today and it is, in my view, an 
important reason for tracing celebrity's roots to this historical context. Both studies 
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 See for example Van Krieken's discussion of the problematic though common opposition between 
the hero and the celebrity (5 to 8). 
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identify key periods in history and key social, economic and cultural shifts which are 
significant to the history of fame and, by implication, to celebrity. 
 
Georges Minois’ Histoire de la célébrité, which I also categorise as a fame history, 
espouses a more nuanced view of how and why people become famous. 
Specifically, Minois writes that fame is deliberately sought after in the majority of 
cases (10). Indeed, he commences his book with an example from 2,400 years ago: 
Herostratus who set fire to the Temple of Artemis, one of the Seven Wonders of the 
World, in order to become famous (9).14 Nonetheless, Minois is still of the view that, 
in earlier historical contexts, fame was associated with greatness and that the 
famous served as models for the man in the street, whereas now they have 
abdicated that role (11). Minois writes that nowadays famous people have nothing to 
contribute, that they play out on the screen the life of an ordinary person (12). 
Minois’s thoughtful and informative study from the Classical hero to the present day 
brings much to the history of fame and celebrity, though he does not expressly 
distinguish those two concepts. He does observe that not all famous historical 
figures were honourable (21). He thus presents a more complex depiction of well-
knownness and clearly states that there are different categories of famous people 
and different levels of fame (10). Importantly for this study, he notes that Plato 
complained that famous people used to be heroes and demigods whereas they are 
now a class of long-winded orators (28). Though this thesis looks only to Casanova’s 
historical context, this supports my suspicion that some of the discourses associated 
with celebrity have a very long history indeed. However, by beginning as he does 
from the proposition that celebrity in today’s society is something deformed and 
empty relative to earlier historical contexts (12), Minois keeps to the well-trodden 
path of other fame histories. Further, his chapter dealing with the 18th century 
focuses on men of letters as the famous figures and arbiters of fame during this 
period (217). While I agree that this group had huge cultural and social importance, 
such a selective analysis can lead to a skewed presentation of 18th-century society; 
there were many well-known people during this period who were not intellectuals or 
philosophers. When discussing people who achieved fame through scandal, Minois 
shifts his focus to the English press of the late 18th century. Thus his excellent 
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 We might consider Mark David Chapman his modern day successor. 
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chronology, inevitably given its scope, gives short shrift to a group, of which 
Casanova was one, who enjoyed a particular kind of well-knownness earlier and 
elsewhere. Given the long shadows cast by figures like Rousseau and Voltaire, it is 
to be expected that the system for the production of literary celebrity should have 
received the most attention. However, there were other celebrities and other systems 
in operation which now warrant attention.  
 
Published in 2014, Antoine Lilti’s Figures publiques is the first fame history to engage 
with 18th-century celebrity in a direct and detailed manner. Recognising celebrity as a 
distinct category of well-knownness and making similar observations about the 
limitations of commentary on the subject, Lilti places the origins of celebrity squarely 
in 18th-century Europe (8 - 11, 15). He describes celebrity as widespread well-
knownness, detached from a person’s reason for impacting upon the public 
consciousness in the first place, measured by the person’s ability to captivate the 
public and typified by public curiosity focussing on that persons’ private life (13, 14). 
Lilti asserts that the study of celebrity should be approached first and foremost with a 
view to answering this fascinating question: what is the nature of our interest in 
certain of our peers which we have never met? (15) I agree that we can trace the 
history of this particular type of public curiosity and we should. Lilti’s welcome 
problematisation of the Habermasian public sphere recognises that the 18th-century 
public was just as interested in the private lives of celebrities as political debates and 
was held together by common interests and beliefs as opposed to the exchange of 
rational arguments (17). In elevating the 18th century to the age of reason, we have 
too readily idealised sociability and discursive practices from this historical context, 
focussed upon the serious, the concrete, the political and ignored the trivial, the 
emergence of what is now known as “popular culture”. In the study of celebrity, an 
ephemeral and slippery phenomenon, it is important that this approach be 
questioned but it rarely is. According to Lilti, the advent of the novel marked the 
beginning of this fascination with people as the public learned to enjoy reading about 
the private lives of fictional characters drawn from their peers (19). Equally important 
in my view was the advent of the genre of autobiography which I talk about in the 
fourth chapter. Figures publiques sets out to describe the first age of celebrity whose 
premises, Lilti says, appeared in Paris and London in the middle of the 18th century 
(21). Mirroring Lilti’s approach of tracing the familiar and recognisable in the past as 
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opposed to peering at it from the other side of a vast conceptual divide, I have set 
myself the same task though using the tool of the case study. While Lilti undertakes 
a description of an historical context starting with the appearance of Rousseau on 
the public horizon in 1751 and culminating in Lisztmania in 1844, this thesis is a 
detailed study of a particular instance of celebrity which effectively spans the 18th 
century. Still, we single out some of the same cultural and social trends (such as 
advances in printing and the proliferation of periodicals, a new conception of the self) 
and are in agreement on the fundamental principle that the origins of celebrity can be 
traced to the 18th century. Lilti mentions Casanova only once, in the context of his 
discussion of the castrato Giusto Fernandino Tenducci, noting that Casanova 
recorded an anecdote about Tenducci in his memoirs (53). Because Lilti’s important 
work focuses on figures of high culture such as Rousseau, Voltaire and Byron and 
theatrical, political and military celebrities, it can be said to cast a new light on 
established figures. As is the case for all the works discussed in the present review, 
it does not tackle a figure like Casanova who was effectively careerless as will be 
shown in the third chapter. The exciting lines of enquiry opened up by Lilti’s study 
make the consideration of Casanova’s well-knownness apposite. 
 
An important aspect of the reading of Casanova in this thesis is the distinction 
between fame and celebrity. Most academic work which treats celebrity as a distinct 
technical category of well-knownness comes from writers in the field of media and 
cultural studies who insist upon the modernity of celebrity. In my view, Daniel 
Boorstin’s The image: a guide to pseudo-events in America, a seminal work on 
American popular culture first published in 1961, is the cornerstone of contemporary 
celebrity studies. Boorstin coined what is perhaps still the most often repeated 
definition of celebrity: “the celebrity is a person who is well-known for their well-
knownness” (57). According to Boorstin, celebrities are differentiated primarily by 
trivia of personality; to be known for your personality proves you a celebrity, “a 
personality” being synonymous for “a celebrity” (65). His work contends that celebrity 
is distinct from fame, is distinguished by a lack of greatness or deeds, is 
manufactured and usually impacts upon the public consciousness in a short period 
of time if not instantly.  Boorstin links the development of celebrity to the 
development of visual media: “the celebrity is the creature of gossip, of public 
opinion, of magazines, newspapers, and the ephemeral images of movie and 
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television screen” (63). He says that until very recently famous men and great men 
were “pretty nearly the same group” and famous men only came into a nation’s 
consciousness slowly (46). A key shift he identifies is from the journalist’s mandate 
being to report the news to the expectation that the journalist’s job is to create the 
news (8), saying this resulted in the “pseudo-event” (11). He writes that knowledge of 
pseudo-events becomes the test of being “informed” (40) and conceives of the 
celebrity as the “human pseudo-event” (57). According to Boorstin, the celebrity, in 
the distinctive modern sense, “could not have existed in any earlier age” (ibid). In this 
thesis, I argue that there are countless examples of 18th-century figures who fit 
Boorstin’s criteria for celebrity and so challenge his grounding of celebrity in the 19th-
century press industry. I argue that Boorstin’s position stems from a narrow and 
unhistoricised understanding of how images and discourses are circulated and 
overprivileges technological developments in visual media. 
 
As the title suggests, Stars by Richard Dyer, first published in 1979, is a work about 
movie stars and expressly positions itself within the field of film studies. Dyer's 
approach is based upon a theory that celebrities are the representation of social 
types who embody certain ideologies. He considers the economic importance of 
stars (10). He regards the mass-media as critical to the phenomena of stardom (9). 
Dyer refutes Boorstin’s formulation of the star as a pseudo-event to the extent that it 
suggests that stars are the result of pure manipulation. He notes that this is 
countered by the fact that not all manipulation works, that Boorstin does not examine 
the content of star images and that he treats society as a vast mechanism in which 
human consciousness plays no part except to be used (14). I agree that Boorstin’s 
account of celebrity, while ground-breaking, oversimplifies the dynamics at play in 
the production and reception of celebrity. Dyer notes that production and 
consumption are differentially determining forces in the creation of stars but says that 
both are always mediated by and in ideology (20). Dyer’s questioning of Boorstin 
marks the advent of a new wave of celebrity theory, focussing heavily on the 
entertainment industries. The dominance of writers from the field of media studies 
can be explained by the fact that, since the first quarter of the 20th century, many 
celebrities come from the film and television industries. However, this has skewed 
the study of celebrity. The celebrities and industries studied most extensively are film 
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stars, the Hollywood studio system, television personalities and the music industry. 
This has resulted in an overly presentist tradition in writings about celebrity. 
 
Intimate Strangers: The Culture of Celebrity in America by Richard Schickel 
proposes a new conception of celebrities, namely as vehicles for prevailing 
ideologies. Schickel contends that the most interesting way to study celebrity is to 
consider it as a source of motive power in putting across social, political, aesthetic 
and moral ideas. Schickel argues that American society of the 1980s, in which he is 
writing, has become increasingly hungry for and consequently filled with false 
intimacy, the culture of celebrity being the prime by-product of this. An assumption 
which Schickel expressly makes is that the history of celebrity and the history of 
communications technology in the 20th century are very closely linked (28). Perhaps 
unsurprisingly then, he writes that “there was no such thing as celebrity prior to the 
beginning of the 20th century” (23). According to Schickel, prior to the 20th century, 
our words of choice in referring to the well-known – “fame”, “famous”, “famed” – 
which derive from the Latin fama, meaning “manifest deeds”, still meant, as late as 
the 1940s, something like what they had meant down through the millennia of 
Western civilisation; fame was the by-product of concrete, commonly agreed upon, 
perhaps even measurable, achievement (24). I strongly disagree with both of these 
statements and suggest that Schickel’s focus on the historical context in which he is 
writing has kept him from a proper investigation of the nature of well-knownness in 
centuries preceding. Schickel presents an unnecessarily dim picture of 20th-century 
society and an impossibly rosy view of earlier historical periods. These criticisms will 
be borne out by the findings in relation to Casanova and his contemporaries in the 
chapters to follow. Further, the idea of celebrities as vehicles for ideologies is equally 
applicable to historical figures. When the discussion of celebrity is decoupled from 
the discussion of technological development then we can begin to see the full extent 
of its history. 
 
Graeme Turner’s Understanding Celebrity is a cultural study which construes 
modern celebrity in a way which can be usefully applied to earlier historical periods. 
Turner’s analytical approach proceeds from his redefinition of celebrity as “a genre of 
representation and a discursive effect; it is a commodity traded by the promotions, 
publicity, and media industries that produce these representations and their effects; 
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and it is a cultural formation that has a social function we can better understand” (9). 
He writes “the clearest location at which we might start to chart [celebrity’s] various 
histories...seems to be the American motion picture industry at the beginning of the 
20th century” (12). For Turner, this is the point at which picture personalities came to 
have a personal and professional interest in promoting themselves, not only the 
latest product in which they played a role, through the media (13).  Turner’s foci are 
the industries producing celebrities as opposed to what he describes as the 
dominant pattern in existing cultural studies of celebrity, namely the analysis of a 
specific celebrity as a text.15 Turner’s approach necessitates consideration of the 
broader context in which celebrities are created.  This thesis draws on this approach 
to historicise the production and reception of celebrity using Casanova as an 
example. In the first chapter, I identify discursive traditions which precede current 
discourses about celebrity. Further, in the fifth chapter, I consider how Casanova’s 
well-knownness grew by a process of representation and celebrification. Considering 
the cultural formation and social function of historical celebrities encourages a more 
sophisticated analysis of the role of such figures than is usually the case in books 
which argue that a particular figure was the first celebrity.16 
 
Of the critical commentators from the fields of media or cultural studies, only Fred 
Inglis espouses the view that “the business of renown and celebrity has been in the 
making for two and a half centuries” (3). Inglis’s A Short History of Celebrity, 
published in 2010, is the first celebrity theory text which squarely places the 
beginning of celebrity in the 18th century. He understands celebrity as a replacement 
for “the archaic concept of renown” which “was once assigned to men of high 
accomplishment in a handful of prominent and clearly defined roles” (4). According to 
Inglis, the first celebrities lived in London in the mid-18th century and were either 
famous for their urban accomplishments or celebrities from the British stage. Inglis 
does not consider that Paris was significant to the history of celebrity until the mid-
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 In the sixth chapter, Turner discusses the consumption of celebrity in the present day context of 
which he is writing. One could argue that the study of fandom has become a sub-field in its own right. 
I consider in subsequent chapters the nature of Casanova's public and how it differed from 21
st
-
century users of Twitter, readers of fanzines, authors of fan fiction and other forms of fandom in the 
20
th
 and 21
st
 century which such work discusses. For this reason, I have not included in the present 
literature review nor the subsequent chapters references to work on fandom, though I recognise the 
significance of this work to the study of celebrity in recent years. 
16
 For example, Ian Kelly’s book about the supposed first celebrity chef, Antoine Careme and Amanda 
Foreman’s book about Georgiana Spencer, the Duchess of Devonshire. 
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19th century and describes Paris during this period as “the first place to put sheer 
appearance – good looks, smart clothes, swank and show – at the centre of 
celebrity” (10). As I will demonstrate, this occurred at least a century earlier and not 
only in Paris. Inglis argues that the underlying forces which drove celebrity were: 
first, the new consumerism of 18th-century London; second, the invention of the 
fashion industry with department stores to match in mid-19th-century Paris; third, the 
coming of the mass circulation newspaper, its gossip columns, and its racy 
transformation of city life in New York and Chicago into the glitter of publicity (9). 
While I strongly agree with Inglis’s primary thesis, namely that celebrity “was not 
thought up by the hellhounds of publicity about a decade ago” (3), his selective 
chronology overlooks many of the important figures I would also identify as historical 
celebrities. Further, while he identifies a number of historical factors, there are others 
which are also important to the story of celebrity. 
 
For the purposes of this study, I regard fame, renown and celebrity as distinct 
concepts. However, I do reject any history of well-knownness which regards these as 
exclusive and necessarily sequential phenomena.  Chris Rojek defines renown as 
the "informal attraction of distinction on an individual within a given social network" 
(Celebrity 12). It is thus a localised well-knownness. This thesis considers whether 
Casanova was a celebrity and so it does not focus on the concept of renown. 
However the subject is approached, most commentators accept that fame and 
celebrity are more far-reaching and denote well-knownness which spreads beyond 
the well-known person's personal network. Famous people and celebrities are not 
only known by people they have met. I contend that Casanova was known by a 
group broader than people with whom he had direct contact. This study considers 
who comprised this group, in other words, Casanova's public. 
Writers from fields other than media and cultural studies tend more readily to accept 
the possibility that the origins of celebrity can be traced back earlier than the 20th 
century. Indeed it seems that this is the direction celebrity studies are taking. Since 
approximately 2010, there has been a movement toward celebrity studies as a 
distinct field of scholarship.17  However, it must be noted that its contributors still 
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 For example, the inaugural Celebrity Studies conference was held at Deakin University in 
Melbourne in late 2012 and is now a bi-annual event. Also, the Centre for Media and Celebrity 
Studies was launched in Toronto in August 2013. 
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come from departments of sociology, media, film and communication, cultures, 
languages and area studies, information and media studies, communication studies 
and centres for cultural policy research. This expertise is nascent and remains 
multidisciplinary.  Nonetheless, its emergence demonstrates an established interest 
in celebrity as a scholarly subject, recognition of its social and economic importance 
and the loosening of the grip of media and cultural studies on this topic.  
 
Celebrity is an early 21st-century study of contemporary celebrity, by sociologist 
Chris Rojek, which investigates this issue in terms of the paradigm of the public 
versus the private self. This work develops a useful language for discussing 
particular types of celebrity. Rojek treats celebrity as “the attribution of glamorous or 
notorious status to an individual within the public sphere” (10). He conceives of 
notoriety as a sub-branch of celebrity culture. Rojek identifies three distinct types of 
celebrity: “ascribed” - status passed through the blood line (17); “achieved” - celebrity 
derived from perceived accomplishments of the individual in open competition (18) 
and “attributed” – celebrity which results from concentrated representation by cultural 
intermediaries of an individual as noteworthy or exceptional (ibid). Applying Rojek’s 
categories to Casanova’s historical context, we can say that the 18th century was 
dominated by ascribed celebrities, namely the aristocracy whose status was 
inherited. Rojek observes that origins of celebrity can be located in the history of the 
British stage and that the 18th century established mass audiences and celebrities for 
those audiences. He also argues that the modern meaning of the term celebrity 
derives from the rise of democratic governments and secular societies (9). He says 
expressly that achieved celebrity pre-dated the rise of the mass-media; that bigots, 
forgers, criminals, whores, balladeers and thinkers were objects of public attention 
since Greek and Roman times (19). He distinguishes their “pre-figurative celebrity 
status” from celebrity in the age of the mass-media which he says is typified by the 
illusion of intimacy (19). However, I do think that the way Casanova lived out aspects 
of his private life in public, particularly through autobiography, shows that a similar 
process was occurring, whereby he manufactured an intimacy with the public. Rojek 
observes that achieved celebrity is sought after with deliberate and often frenzied 
ardour because of the privileged lifestyle it entails (77). As will be shown in the next 
chapter, Casanova exhibited a similar sustained desire for public recognition and 
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pursued it in a calculated manner. Casanova’s well-knownness was more similar to 
that of the objects of Rojek’s study than most would suppose. 
 
Rojek states that celebrities are cultural fabrications which are carefully mediated by 
cultural intermediaries (10). Of course, a sophisticated industry of intermediaries had 
developed around celebrities in the 20th century and is thriving today. However, I do 
not think that the involvement of third party intermediaries in the process of 
celebrification is a determining factor. Nowadays people self-publish books and write 
online blogs, wannabe television stars upload clips to YouTube and celebrities 
interact directly with the public via Twitter often without the assistance of cultural 
intermediaries.18 Since the advent of self-publishing platforms and social media, we 
live increasingly in an age of ‘do-it-yourself’ celebrity. Some examples of this recently 
emerged trend are ‘Insta-babes’ who gain followers by uploading pictures of 
themselves to Instagram (Lyons; Winter) and presenter Emily Hartridge, who 
uploads weekly humorous clips to YouTube, and whose celebrity status was 
confirmed by an offer to participate in the UK’s Celebrity Big Brother television 
programme (which she turned down). One of Variety’s recent cover stories about this 
“new breed of online stars” observes:  
It wasn’t so long ago that establishing unknown talents required aggressively 
marketing them in film and TV in hopes of pumping up box office or ratings. 
But digital platforms have flipped the conventional formula on its head. Online 
personalities amass an audience first, and make money after. And what’s 
more, building that audience can be done without Hollywood’s help. (Spangler 
26) 
While it would be naive to suggest that established celebrities are not packaged up 
for the public by cultural intermediaries, there are ever more examples in the last 
decade of celebrities self-presenting in ways which go some way to usurping the role 
of cultural intermediaries. Further, I note the recent article by Kathleen McHugh 
discussing Angelina Jolie’s lack of a publicist and how she is credited with exercising 
considerable agency and control over the industrial components of her autographic 
self-staging (11). While presenting herself as a person who does not use a publicist 
no doubt involves conscious self-staging, it is still significant that Jolie employs less 
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 Though of course there are also many celebrities who outsource management of their social media 
accounts. 
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official third party intermediaries than other celebrities; McHugh observes that 
Jennifer Lopez has a publicity team of eight (ibid). Recent critical work about the 
relationship between celebrity and social media suggests both that more people 
seek public recognition without the aid of third parties, as Rojek recognises in his 
subsequent work, and also that there is increasing demand for established 
celebrities to step out from behind their intermediaries. Commentary from trade 
magazine, Variety, articulates this audience demand and also the entertainment 
industry’s awareness of its importance: “[Creative Artists Agency] clients from the 
traditional media biz often asked how they can grow their audiences on social 
networks, [Sarah Passe, one of the company’s business development executives] 
said. But that’s not something that can be outsourced or manufactured.”  (Spangler 
28). The creation of the celebrity and the interaction between the celebrity and the 
public is now more complicated than a three-way conversation controlled by the 
celebrity’s publicist.19  There is clearly a perception that social media interaction with 
celebrities is more direct and it is increasingly relevant to the celebrity’s public profile. 
As will be shown in the chapters that follow, Casanova was a self-promoter who 
created his own following in a way similar to this recent trend.  
 
In his follow-up work, Fame Attack, Rojek analyses what he sees as the acute rise of 
celebrity in recent years. This book evaluates the psychological, social, economic 
and physical consequences of “fame aristocracy” upon both stars and stargazers 
(ix). He locates 1920 as the time of a key shift from the situation where “individuals 
who succeeded in a career hogged the limelight” to that limelight being dominated by 
careerless celebrities (7). He argues that mass communications have resulted in the 
diminished importance of the career in the construction of celebrity (8). He 
acknowledges that there is now a “do-it yourself approach to fame acquisition” 
following the advent of the internet (11). Rojek observes that celebrity culture is 
deplored for corrupting personal values so that many vainly strive for fame at any 
cost, privileging public acclaim over real achievement (4). He writes that celebrity is 
now based first and foremost on visual impact, incident and frontierism, meaning 
living on the edge of social mores, sexual conventions, psychological orthodoxy and 
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 Lisa Kudrow’s Twitter ‘bio’ captures this complexity. It reads “Lisa Kudrow's company usually tweets 
on her behalf. But sometimes not.”  
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economic prudence (8). The present case study suggests that it is not only since 
1920 that lives of risk and incident have been newsworthy. Rojek observes that 
frankness, incident, emergency and excitement are among the hallmarks of celebrity 
(37), and these are characteristics of Casanova’s life to which he actively directed 
the public’s attention. While undoubtedly a prevalent phenomenon in contemporary 
society and while the links Rojek makes are persuasive, I would argue that the 
privileging of public acclaim over ‘real achievement’ is not something new. Further, 
visual impact and transgression, encapsulated in Rojek’s concept of frontierism, 
were central to Casanova’s well-knownness. 
 
In Celebrity Society, Robert van Krieken, also a sociologist, takes issue with the 
formulation “celebrity culture” and argues that we should instead consider the social 
structuring of celebrity (2). He writes that celebrity, like its older half-sister, fame, is 
essentially about relatively high public visibility and recognition (5). He contends that 
social, economic and political life are increasingly organised around celebrities (1). 
Thus van Krieken also assumes that fame and celebrity are different things and that 
fame is something older. However, his work significantly draws parallels between 
18th-century European figures and modern celebrities. For example, he compares 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau with Princess Diana. He portrays Rousseau as the celebrity 
of his day, constantly gossiped about in newspapers and cafes, as recognised a face 
on the streets of Paris as Diana was globally two centuries later. Van Krieken 
contends that it was not Rousseau’s philosophy which attracted this kind of attention, 
but his celebrity, the fact that it had become fashionable to know about and talk 
about Rousseau (4). Apart from welcoming the explicit link van Krieken makes 
between the 18th century and contemporary celebrity, I note his introduction of the 
concept of ‘attention capital’ which usefully opens up the discussion of celebrity, 
unlike searching for root causes of celebrity in specific technologies which 
unhelpfully limits that discussion. Van Krieken writes that in both the 18th and 20th 
centuries, being well known was an autonomous form of capital or surplus-value, 
independent of whatever achievement or social position one was well known for, 
capable of being exchanged for, and transformed into, other kinds of capital such as 
power, wealth, esteem and status (4). This exchange can be observed throughout 
Casanova’s life and he excelled at accumulating attention capital.  
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An important development in the field of celebrity studies is the advent, in 2010, of a 
journal dedicated to the study of celebrity, Celebrity Studies. For its contributors, 
“celebrity is key to the way the social world organises and commodifies its 
representations, discourses and ideologies, sensations, impressions and fantasies” 
(Holmes and Redmond 1). Its editors confirm that academic discourse seems closely 
linked to popular debate surrounding celebrity. Drawing on the findings of the 
contributors to this journal, because they demonstrate an increasingly innovative 
approaches to celebrity and also investigate the most recent permutations of 
celebrity, allows one to see meaningful parallels between Casanova’s well-
knownness and contemporary celebrity. Indeed, his well-knownness shares more 
similarities with the most current iterations of celebrity than those of the first half of 
the 20th century when many say celebrity originated. 
 
James Bennett and Su Holmes, considering the place of television in celebrity 
studies, note that we are in an era of “do-it-yourself celebrity”, with the tools of self-
publicity increasingly available to ordinary people (76). Casanova’s practices of self-
promotion and ‘image management’ were similar to this very recent trend in celebrity 
production. In many ways, he was, like a reality television star, an entrepreneur of 
the self (Palmer 306). His well-knownness bears more similarities to the most recent 
iterations of celebrity than Hollywood stars of the first half of the 20th century whose 
public self was highly mediated by a sophisticated industry which had developed in 
conjunction with the film industry. P. David Marshall updates the discussion of the 
promotion and presentation of the self by considering platforms like Facebook, 
MySpace, Friendster and Twitter.  Again, I would argue that Casanova’s public 
performances share more similarities to these recently emerged forms of expression 
which are neither entirely interpersonal nor entirely mediated than to the more 
structured production of celebrity in the 20th century where the role of third party 
intermediaries was both more crucial and more apparent. Marshall’s suggestion that 
celebrities served as beacons of the public world in the 20th century ignores the 
celebrities who defined the Zeitgeist of a particular moment, to use his language, 
during earlier periods (36). Nonetheless, his work, while overly presentist, does 
develop several concepts around gossip, performance, the online persona, exposure 
of the self and transgression that assist in the conception of Casanova as a celebrity. 
In a similar way, Anne Helen Petersen presents a history of the industrialisation of 
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celebrity gossip; I agree that the celebrity press is properly conceived of as 
industrialised gossip. However, I do not agree that the chronology of it commences 
in the late 19th century and that the 1970s is the key point at which industrialised 
celebrity gossip emerged (Petersen). As we have seen from studies like Luckhurst 
and Moody’s and as will be explained in the fifth chapter, there was an established 
press industry exploiting and cultivating personalities in the 18th century. The 
directions in which it is necessary for celebrity studies to head in order to keep 
abreast of the different iterations of celebrity demonstrate the problem inherent in 
assuming a causal link between celebrity and technological development. 
 
Of particular relevance to this thesis is the emerging trend in celebrity studies toward 
a dialogue with historians. Though most of the contributors to Celebrity Studies still 
locate key celebrity trends in the recent past, Simon Morgan argues for the 
importance of a dialogue between celebrity studies writers and historians. He asserts 
that fame historians like Braudy ignore or oversimplify the cultural practices through 
which audiences consumed and constructed the public personae of the famous 
(367). He also argues that celebrity studies would benefit from a more rigorous 
historical underpinning of its analysis of contemporary society. Morgan writes that 
such an historical analysis would challenge the widely held notion that contemporary 
celebrity is unique and would perhaps suggest that it is rather the unique 
configuration of a cultural and economic phenomenon that has occurred in many 
forms in other times and other places (367). It is hoped that this thesis is a small step 
towards such an exercise. Conceiving of Casanova as an historical celebrity 
problematises the assumed relationship between celebrity and modernity. As 
Morgan notes, historical analysis might identify the key drivers of that modernisation 
process. This, in my view, opens up a far more interesting set of questions than 
conceiving of celebrity as a by-product of late modernity. 
 
In summary, much has been written about Casanova but the majority of this work 
cannot properly be characterised as critical. The undoubtedly important but often 
anachronistic Casanovist tradition has perhaps contributed to the various historically 
inaccurate portrayals of Casanova which emerged in fictional works of the 20th and 
21st centuries. The paucity of critical work suggests that Casanova has not been 
considered until very recently a proper object for academic study.  In all works about 
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Casanova, the question of his well-knownness is not addressed. Fame historians do 
not address celebrity as a distinct category. Celebrity studies has to date been 
dominated by scholars from media and cultural studies. Of them, only Fred Inglis is 
of the view that celebrity existed in the 18th century. Recent interventions from other 
fields show that, when viewed from outside these two closely related disciplines, 
there is the possibility for greater interplay between the past and the present. The 
nascent field of celebrity studies is engaging in an increasingly dynamic dialogue 
about the origins of celebrity. For ease of reference, and because these traditions of 
scholarship inform the question of celebrity, I will refer to all of the writings about 
fame and celebrity set out above as “celebrity studies” in the chapters which follow. 
 
Approach and Methodology 
This thesis investigates how Casanova was well known during his lifetime and 
critically engages with celebrity studies in order to assess the limitations of that 
heterogeneous field. Though the question of Casanova’s status in subsequent 
historical periods is a fascinating area, as yet not properly examined, it is beyond the 
scope of this study. The objectives of this study are to encourage critical attention to 
this long overlooked topic, to identify new fields of research for Casanova studies 
and celebrity studies, to problematise historical accounts of fame which draw a stark 
distinction between supposedly older models of fame and celebrity, to test some of 
the assumptions underpinning much of celebrity studies, to complicate the links 
sometimes drawn between the nature of fame and intimacy in the 20th and 21st 
centuries and perceived social problems, to highlight new lines of enquiry in relation 
to the production and reception of well-knownness in 18th-century Europe and the 
social and cultural conditions at play in that process.   
 
The principal text from which much of the evidence of Casanova’s own thoughts on 
being well known has been extracted is his memoirs. Historical editions of the 
memoirs were available only in translation and then in editorialised form, such that 
Casanova’s language was materially altered and certain sections of the text 
removed. It was not until the Brockhaus-Plon edition published from 1960 to 1962 
that the complete original text was reproduced for the first time; a decisive advance 
in Casanova scholarship. This version was reproduced in 1993 by Francis Lacassin 
in the Bouquins collection of Robert Laffont with additional notes, supplements and 
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rare texts in appendix.  Throughout this thesis, I refer to the Robert Laffont edition of 
the memoirs published in 2002.20 In March 2013, the first volume of a new Pléiade 
edition of the memoirs was published.21 This purports to reflect an even greater 
fidelity to Casanova’s manuscript by attempting to respect Casanova’s chapter 
divisions more fully (10 volumes as opposed to 12), reproducing earlier drafts of 
sections in the appendices and more fully annotating Casanova’s margin notes and 
the conditions of each piece of the manuscript (for example pagination, where ink 
has run etc.). I have reviewed this volume in order to determine whether any material 
differences exist in the text which could impact this study and because the notes and 
appendices thereto reflect the most current Casanova scholarship. In some 
instances, reference is made to the notes and appendices from the Pléiade edition. 
However, all extracts from the memoirs quoted in this thesis have been extracted 
from the Laffont edition. This is for the two very practical reasons of the timing of the 
publication of the Pléiade edition (well after the data collection of this thesis had 
been completed) and consistency (because only the first 3 of 10 proposed volumes 
of the memoirs in the Pléiade edition have been published). Further, the revised 
spelling and chapter divisions of the Pléiade edition do not materially affect the 
findings of this thesis. At the time of writing, the Laffont edition remains the definitive 
complete edition of the memoirs. 
 
The approach I have adopted is firstly to mine Casanova’s memoirs, correspondence 
and other writings for examples of him talking about being well known and well-
known people, the circulation of gossip and news, manipulation of stories circulating 
about him, significant social conventions and systems, descriptions of his physical 
appearance and reactions thereto, his occupations and achievements and strategies 
he employed to increase his well-knownness. In other words, I have extracted all 
material potentially relevant to his well-knownness. Not only do Casanova’s memoirs 
contain much material which can be usefully analysed to understand his well-
knownness, but they also paint a vivid picture of the society in which he lived. Blaise 
Cendrars called the memoirs a veritable encyclopaedia of the 18th century 
                                                          
20
 Casanova’s memoirs are entitled Histoire de ma vie and were published under his Gallicised pen 
name, complete with fictitious knighthood, Jacques Casanova de Seingalt. References to this edition 
comprising 12 volumes across 3 tomes are in the format “(Casanova HMDV [Tome number]: [page 
number])”. 
21
 References to the Pléiade edition are in the format “(Casanova Pléiade [page number])”. At the time 
of writing, only the first tome of the Pléiade edition has been published. 
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(Casanova Pléiade XI). This close reading of Casanova’s own writings has been 
supplemented by careful review of other contemporaneous evidence of Casanova’s 
well-knownness. It is important to note that this reading has not been done in a 
vacuum. The primary material reviewed has been contextualised by reference to 
academic work about Casanova and historical studies of 18th-century culture and 
society. Thus the evidence gathered about Casanova’s well-knownness is presented 
in conjunction with existing knowledge of 18th-century ideologies, social structures, 
cultural practices and economic factors.   
 
Working with Casanova’s memoirs raises methodological issues.  Autobiography 
theory provides some assistance in identifying the autobiographical urge, 
problematising and providing a language for talking about autobiographical truth, 
marking the distinction between and identifying the relationship between the 
autobiographer, the narrator and protagonist (Lejeune L'autobiographie en France; 
Lejeune Le pacte autobiographique; Eakin; Sheringham). However, this study of how 
Casanova was well known during his lifetime cannot coincide with a study of 
Casanova as an autobiographer or memoirist which would take as its object the 
memoirs as a text.22 In relation to the question of how to work with Casanova’s 
autobiographical material, I have adopted the methodological approach outlined by 
Charles Samaran. Samaran explains his approach to the memoirs thus: they are a 
curious source on 18th-century society; but if one is going to look for facts and dates, 
it is important to accept with prudence Casanova’s testimony, to verify his 
information from other sources, to untangle as much as possible the true from the 
false, in a word, to do with every part of this famous book what we have tried to do 
for some (viii). Casanova’s memoirs belong to a genre where the ego of the author 
plays a pivotal role and they were written by him long after the events they recount. 
For these reasons, external sources have been used for corroboration and a critical 
view has been taken of his narrative. 
 
Mention must be made of the language of the corpus of texts consulted. Casanova 
wrote his memoirs and indeed the bulk of his published works and personal 
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 I note that Casanova’s main title for the memoirs is Histoire de ma vie but he describes the text 
throughout as his “mémoires”. The interplay between these generic distinctions would make 
interesting work for critics of literature. 
 
 
41 
 
correspondence in French. I have reviewed those texts in the original French and 
quote from them throughout in the source language. A small number of relevant 
documents are in Italian, Polish and Russian. I have worked with English translations 
for those. Source language versions of texts were consulted wherever possible. 
Where a translation has been used, this is indicated. In relation to quotes from 
Casanova’s own writing, these are taken directly from the source text and his 
linguistic idiosyncrasies have been respected. His unconventional French does 
contain Italianisms. Further, the spelling of 18th-century texts has been retained as 
per the source text.  
 
Following analysis of the primary and secondary material, it is possible to identify 
several major themes and recurrent practices which form the basis of the detailed 
discussions in the chapters which follow. Each of the chapters takes as its object an 
important aspect of Casanova’s well-knownness. References are made to primary 
documents to support the proposed depiction of Casanova’s well-knownness. Where 
parallels can be drawn with celebrity, these are set out. In the conclusion sections of 
each chapter, the key points are summarised and the implications for Casanova 
scholarship and celebrity studies identified. 
 
The first chapter examines Casanova’s conception of being well known. At the 
outset, I identify the terminology Casanova used to talk about well-known people. I 
set out the conclusions we might draw from the words and metaphors he used to 
describe well-knownness and the types of people he regarded as well known. I 
argue that celebrity shares significant similarities with well-knownness as conceived 
by Casanova. Further the people society celebrated and their roles during 
Casanova’s lifetime were not so different from contemporary celebrities. This 
suggests that many of the apparently shallow and negative aspects of contemporary 
celebrity culture are not new. The second chapter examines the nature of public 
space in the 18th century and how Casanova occupied that space. I argue that the 
emergence of new kinds of public space in the 18th century facilitated the emergence 
of a new kind of well-known person, of which Casanova was a prime example. The 
patterns of visibility of Casanova and the group known as ‘good society’ can be 
interpreted in similar ways to those of present day celebrities. Further, I argue, 
Casanova manipulated trans-European networks and key spaces of social exchange 
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with a view to increasing his well-knownness. These newly emerged public spaces 
and transnational group of consumers of culture constituted the modern public 
sphere. The third chapter discusses Casanova’s occupations. I contend that 
Casanova was not well known because of, or at least primarily because of, his 
occupation. Further, his deliberateness over which occupations he carried out in 
public and which he kept secret shows what public self he cultivated and the lengths 
he went to in order to protect it. The key point of this chapter is that Casanova was 
not famous as a result of any of his occupations. That he was nonetheless well 
known is one of the key reasons why I say that his well-knownness was similar to 
celebrity. It is also why I question the presentation of this much deplored aspect of 
contemporary society as a recently emerged problem.  
 
In the fourth chapter, I analyse Casanova’s practice of autobiographical storytelling. 
This was something he did regularly before an audience and to great effect. By 
looking at the consistent elements of this practice, it becomes clear that this was an 
ingenious hybrid of entertainment and self-promotion. Key outcomes of this practice 
were Casanova’s construction of his own biography, creation and management of 
his public self and the increasing of his well-knownness. In the fifth chapter, I trace 
the images and discourses associated with Casanova by the public during his 
lifetime. The process by which celebrity is produced and consumed in the present 
day can also be recognised in the way these images and discourses were created 
and reproduced. The final chapter examines Casanova’s relationships with women 
as relevant to an account of his well-knownness. Women were implicated in his 
strategies for increasing his well-knownness in several ways and this was often a 
mutually beneficial exchange. In the concluding chapter, I synthesise my arguments 
based on the key findings of the preceding chapters. Finally, I also consider where 
work about Casanova and celebrity might usefully go in the future.  
 
Sennett writes that qualitative studies mistakenly try to prove arguments in the same 
way as fields such as social studies where one has come to expect that no other 
explanation but the one advanced after a given process of investigation is feasible 
(43). He states that the burden upon the qualitative researcher is plausibility as 
opposed to this type of proof (ibid). This thesis, as a piece of qualitative research, 
aims to present a plausible account of Casanova’s well-knownness and to 
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demonstrate a logical relationship between this and the interrogation of existing 
knowledge undertaken. 
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First Chapter: Casanova’s Conception of Well-knownness 
 
Je ne pouvais pas me résoudre à la belle espérance de devenir célèbre au 
milieu des nations polies, soit dans les beaux-arts, soit dans la littérature, ou 
dans tout autre état, et je ne pouvais pas souffrir l’idée d’abandonner à mes 
égaux les triomphes qui peut-être m’étaient réservés poursuivant à vivre avec 
eux.23  (Casanova HDMV 1: 297) 
 
Introduction 
This chapter discusses Casanova’s conception of what it meant to be well known. 
His writings record his numerous encounters with his well-known contemporaries 
and his reflections about his own well-knownness in different contexts. A textual 
analysis of this material reveals linguistic and conceptual patterns. In this chapter, I 
consider these patterns and their significance following an examination of the 
terminology Casanova used to talk about well-known people, contemporary 
definitions of those terms, the metaphors he associated with being well known, the 
types of people he regarded as well-known and the words he used to describe 
making an impression in company. What these patterns reveal is that Casanova was 
preoccupied with public recognition, that the well-knownness he conceived of shared 
the traits of celebrity and also implied a specific public which took shape during the 
18th century (namely ‘good society’). I also consider the broader issues informing 
those trends such as Casanova’s socio-economic background, his famous family 
members, the prevailing class system and discourses. A careful consideration of 
Casanova’s conception of well-knownness reveals striking similarities with celebrity.  
 
Casanova was, one could almost say, obsessed with public recognition. His 
conception of being well known was very different to Braudy’s concept of fame 
associated with posterity. He sought a type of well-knownness akin to the immediate 
meteoric rise of the celebrity as conceived by Boorstin. He also sought it so ardently 
and indiscriminately that he recalls comments of Rojek and others about celebrity in 
today’s society. As we will see in this chapter, behavioural and discursive trends now 
associated with celebrity were apparent in Casanova’s historical context such as the 
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 Extract from Casanova’s memoirs, describing his reasons for not changing religion to marry the 
daughter of a wealthy Turk while in Constantinople in 1745.   
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privileged social status of well-known people, their ability to influence the behaviours 
of others, criticism of those who sought well-knownness for its own sake and 
complaints that certain people did not deserve the public recognition they enjoyed. 
During his lifetime, negative discourses surrounding a particular type of well-
knownness and its social significance were current; the identification of positive and 
negative categories of well-knownness had begun. Casanova’s writings suggest that 
there were countless examples of 18th-century figures who exhibited characteristics 
now associated with celebrity. Therefore, we need to reconsider the formulation of 
celebrity as a creature of the 20th century. 
 
Casanova’s terminology for talking about being well known 
It is important to consider the terminology Casanova used to talk about being well 
known at the outset of this thesis for two reasons. Firstly, the language of celebrity 
studies and indeed of celebrity is predominantly English24 whereas Casanova wrote 
mainly in French, the dominant language of 18th-century European culture. In other 
words, the lingua franca of celebrity has changed from the 18th century to the 21st 
century.  Secondly, one must pay due attention to their historical specificity when 
undertaking a close reading of 18th-century texts. By avoiding an anachronistic 
approach to the textual analysis underpinning the discussion of Casanova’s 
conception of well-knownness, we can gain a fuller and more accurate 
understanding of well-knownness in his historical context. In particular, we can 
identify more than one type of well-knownness which contradicts the overly simplistic 
view that prior to the 20th century well known people were mostly famous because of 
meritorious deeds. 
 
Certain key terms recur in Casanova’s writings about well-knownness. The 
adjectives he used most frequently to describe well known people were célèbre and 
fameux. On some occasions, the word fameux had negative connotations and was 
akin to notorious. When it was applied to objects and events, it was usually with an 
inflection and had an ironic overtone as in today’s French usage, for example “la 
                                                          
24
 The English expressions ‘people’ and ‘star’ are used far more frequently in French tabloid 
magazines to describe celebrities than the French une célébrité. Even the introduction to Lilti’s critical 
French language fame history is peppered with English expressions such as people and star-system 
(Figures publiques). Further, the term la célébrité was not used in the same way and had a different 
significance in the 18
th
 century – see the relevant entries of the 1721 and 1771 editions of the 
Dictionnaire de Trévoux. 
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fameuse banqueroute” (Casanova HDMV 3: 313). Most frequently, he used la 
renommée to indicate fame but also used célébrité. Infâme did not necessarily imply 
being well known during Casanova’s lifetime as the English expression infamous 
does. When Casanova used this term, it was an insult and it applied to people who 
were not necessarily well known. To describe making an impression in public, 
Casanova almost always used briller. He described being well known as being talked 
about, frequently using the metaphor of creating noise (faire du bruit).  
 
When Casanova used the terms célèbre and fameux, this was most often in the 
sense of the English word famous and the terms appear to have been 
interchangeable. For example, Casanova described the abbé de Voisenon as “un 
homme du plus grand mérite que toute la France a connu dans ces [sic] 
ouvrages... ce célèbre abbé... fameux pour ses bon mots, qui étaient tranchants, et 
qui malgré cela n’offensaient personne” (Casanova HDMV 1:605). His use of each 
term to describe two men who were both famous for their wordplay, Crébillon and de 
Fontenelle, also demonstrates this: “il était célèbre pour les bons mots” (568) and 
“fameux aussi pour ses bon mots, dont on pourrait faire un recueil” (606). This is 
consistent with the way these terms were used in other contemporary works such as 
the Journal de Paris which reported about famous figures of the time.  Indeed, the 
1721 edition of the Dictionnaire de Trévoux defines célèbre as synonymous with 
fameux ("célèbre" Trévoux 1721). The definition was expanded in the 1771 edition 
as I will deal with further below. Casanova used these terms interchangeably and we 
cannot safely conclude that his choice of one or the other was significant in most 
instances.  
 
Sometimes Casanova used these terms to imply notoriety. For example, he writes of 
Baffo: “Les inquisiteurs d’État vénitiens par esprit de piété auront contribué à sa 
célébrité. Persécutant ses ouvrages manuscrits, ils les firent devenir précieux.” 
(Casanova HDMV 1:21)  So the banning of his works by pious authorities, garnering 
negative attention, is said to have made Baffo’s works prized. For people who were 
notorious, Casanova more frequently used the term fameux. For example, of his time 
at university in Padua, he writes “j’ai fait toutes les mauvaises connaissances 
possibles avec les fameux écoliers. Les plus fameux doivent être les plus libertins, 
joueurs, coureurs de mauvais lieux, ivrognes, débauchés, bourreaux d’honnêtes 
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filles, violents, faux, et incapables de nourrir le moindre sentiment de vertu.” (52). 
Frequently fameux was placed before the noun when used in this sense, for example 
“ce fameux capon” (693), “fameux écorcheur” (Casanova HDMV 2:306) and 
“fameuse scélérate” (492). Casanova writes that Saint-Germain was a charlatan and 
he describes him as “[le] fameux aventurier” (Casanova HDMV 2:95). Saint-Germain 
was very well known and, by placing the adjective fameux before the noun, 
Casanova indicated that he was infamous. In this way, Casanova used fameux in the 
way it is often used in French today, that is to say ironically or to denote infamous.  
 
The word Casanova used most often to mean fame was renommée. Of the actress 
Silvia Balletti, Casanova writes: “dont la renommée allait aux nues” (Casanova  
HDMV 1:560). Similarly, of the Marquise de Brignole, he writes: “belle et gentille plus 
encore que riche; je le savais par la renommée” (Casanova HDMV 3:27). According 
to the Dictionnaire de Trévoux, renommée replaced the outdated term fame ("fame” 
1721; “fame" 1771). Braudy observes that in the 17th century, the term renommée 
(literally “renamed”) increased in popularity (351). Consistent with this, Casanova’s 
writings suggest that literally being renamed was common, that is to say being given 
an epithet in public. Indeed his mother, Zanetta Casanova, was popularly known as 
La Buranella. His memoirs contain many examples of people who were similarly 
renamed in public, for example: “Il s’appelait Antonio Dolfin et par sobriquet on 
l’appelait Bucintoro. On lui avait donné le nom de ce magnifique bâtiment à cause de 
son air, et de l’élégance avec  laquelle il se mettait.” (Casanova HDMV 1:272) and 
“J’ai trouvé cette femme amoureuse folle de mon ami qu’elle appela comte de Six 
coups, nom qu’il n’a plus perdu à Paris tant qu’il y resta” (Casanova HDMV 2:35). 
Thus the idea of making a name for oneself, being renamed in public, was a 
recurring theme in Casanova’s discussion of well-known people.  
 
Unlike renommée, infâme was used by Casanova as an entirely negative term and 
did not necessarily infer well-knownness. Casanova used this term to describe 
people who were not well known at all or only in very limited circles. For example, he 
described the sage-femme who offered to abort Giustiniana Wynne’s baby as 
“l’infâme” (Casanova HDMV 2:157). Also, he described a particular courtesan from 
whom he contracted venereal disease as “l’infâme Melulla” (Casanova HDMV 
1:364). There is no indication that these women were known beyond their social 
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circle. He used the term infâme in these instances simply to denote despicable. 
Similarly for Voltaire, the term implied negativity rather than fame. He frequently 
used l'infâme and the expression écrasez l'infâme to refer to abuses of the people by 
royalty and the clergy (Voltaire and Renwick). This demonstrates the importance of 
paying due attention to the historical meanings of words. 
 
Turning to the recurrent metaphors, Casanova used, virtually to the exclusion of all 
others, the metaphor of sparkling (briller) to describe people making an impression in 
company. In his historical context, a richly dressed member of the nobility would 
literally have sparkled because of the expensive fabrics and large quantity of jewels 
it was customary for both sexes to wear. His memoirs contain several examples of 
sparkling in company through appearance alone, for example “les beautés 
mercenaires qui brillaient sur le grand trottoir et faisaient parler d’elles” (Casanova 
HDMV 2:78). For him, an attractive and luxurious appearance was a vital element of 
making an impression in public. He writes expressly: “j’ai dû faire une toilette, car 
c’était tout simple qu’on m’aurait présenté à des dames, et je voulais briller” (252). 
Casanova also liked to sparkle by conspicuous expense such as appearing to be 
pleased to lose large sums at cards, hosting sumptuous dinners, travelling in the 
fastest and most expensive private transport available, giving costly gifts and by 
organising pleasure trips for groups of people. He makes this express in the 
following extract from his memoirs: “Ayant beaucoup d’argent, il me tardait de saisir 
l’occasion de briller faisant des grandes dépenses” (798). It is clear from his constant 
use of the term sparkling that conspicuous displays of luxury and wealth were key 
elements of any public appearance. 
 
Another way to impress in company was to sparkle because of one’s wit. Not being 
able to shine in this way was a deficiency: “La compagnie la fit jaser sur des propos 
très différents, mais elle ne brilla pas” (400). According to Casanova, he often 
sparkled in public because of his conversation, for example, he writes that he spent 
“deux heures brillantes” at the parlour of Saint-Claire, “tenant tête, et satisfaisant par 
mes réponses la curiosité de toutes les religieuses” (Casanova HDMV 1:171). That 
said, one cannot overlook the fact that his memoirs do not contain any examples of 
him sparkling by virtue of his conversation without also being appropriately dressed 
which means that, at a minimum, his appearance had to be impressive to be given 
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the opportunity to impress with his conversation. This suggests that visual impact 
was critical to any public appearance. In Casanova’s historical context, one’s 
appearance was expected to be attractive and luxurious. Indeed, he reflected on an 
impecunious period in his early life as follows: “Ce que j’ai trouvé singulier fait que 
quand on m’a vu maigri et sans argent, on ne me donna plus aucune marque 
d’estime. On ne m’écoutait pas quand je parlais, ou on trouvait plat tout ce qu’on 
aurait trouvé spirituel, si j’avais été encore riche.” (365)  For Casanova, briller implied 
figuratively and also literally sparkling. 
 
A clear indicator that his conception of well-knownness was informed by his historical 
context is that, for Casanova, being well known meant being talked about. Of 
Bonneval Pacha whom he met in 1745, Casanova writes “un homme dont tout 
l’Europe a parlé, parle, et parlera pour longtemps” (282) and of a particular 
courtesan “on ne parlait que de...” (361). Further, he frequently used the expression 
faire du bruit to describe people who were being much talked about at any given 
time. For example, he described a courtesan he met in 1741 as “une jeune 
courtisane qui faisait alors à Venise le plus grand bruit”, reporting that nobody in 
Venice talked about anything except for her beauty (66). Also, Casanova described 
his own well-knownness primarily in terms of being talked about. For example “Rosa 
me dit qu’on ne parlait que de la bravoure de mon alibi” (133); “Mes draguées 
commençaient à faire du bruit” (352) and “la nouvelle du jour à Rome était 
l’enlèvement de la fille de l’avocat Dalacqua; et qu’on me faisait directeur de toute 
l’intrigue...Dans les jours suivants, cette maudite histoire commença à m’ennuyer 
tout de bon, car on m’en parlait partout” (223).25 It is unsurprising that Casanova 
should understand being well known as being talked about because word of mouth 
was an important means by which news and gossip circulated in his historical 
context, a point discussed in more detail in the fifth chapter. Whereas in the early 
20th century, being well known was often described as having one’s picture in the 
                                                          
25
 See also “je jouissais des histoires qu’on forgerait sur mon compte à mon apparition au café le plus 
fréquenté de la ville...J’étais enchanté de me voir entouré faisant semblant de ne pas m’en 
apercevoir. Tout le monde curieux se parlait à l’oreille.” (Casanova HDMV 1: 261); “Toute la ville de 
Vienne sut cette histoire...Cette aventure fit du bruit. Je suis allé à l’Opéra, et beaucoup de personnes 
voulurent me connaître; on me regardait comme un homme qui s’était défendu de la mort en lui 
lâchant un coup de pistolet.” (649); “Cette étonnante aventure fit faire cent discours” (651) and “Nous 
trouvâmes cette histoire dans la bouche de tout le beau monde” (652). 
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papers26 because photographs in newspapers were such an important medium by 
which the public learned of the activities of well-known people. Also noteworthy is 
that being talked about implies that well-knownness was produced and consumed 
rapidly. Casanova conceived of being well known as immediate and demonstrable 
public recognition. His writings do not suggest that he measured his well-knownness 
by how long his name would be remembered after his death. He courted well-
knownness which spread quickly rather than fame in the eyes of posterity. One 
cannot find in his writings or correspondence ponderings about the question of 
posthumous fame akin to the correspondence of Pope and Swift (Rudy) or Diderot 
and Falconet (Braudy 14). Conceiving of fame as being remembered by posterity 
was not an uncommon manner of thinking. However, as Brock notes, by the 1750s, 
the classical notion of posthumous reward was becoming increasingly open to 
question (5). Consistent with this, Casanova’s conception of being well known 
focussed entirely on public recognition during his lifetime.  
 
Another fundamental point is that Casanova equated ‘most famous’ with ‘best’. In 
relation to services or products, he regarded being well known as a sufficient 
criterion of value. For example: “Désirant d’avoir son portrait en miniature, comme 
elle désirait d’avoir le mien, j’ai écrit à Martinelli de m’envoyer le peintre le plus 
célèbre de Londres pour la ressemblance” (emphasis added) (Casanova HDMV 
3:198). His memoirs contain countless examples of him using the services of famous 
suppliers, rather than, say, little known but excellent ones. Confirming the value then 
placed upon well-knownness, his memoirs give several examples of his 
contemporaries using well known things or things used by well-known people. For 
example, he describes the habit of Parisians, which he observed during his first visit 
to Paris in 1750, to crowd to set their watches by the noon-mark sun dial at the 
Palais Royal because, though there were sun-dials everywhere, “la célèbre est celle 
du Palais-Royal” (Casanova HDMV 1:564).  In a related example, he describes an 
18th-century instance of celebrity endorsement. He reports that for three weeks 
nobody in Paris wanted to buy tobacco from any place other than a shop called La 
Civette because, though the tobacco there was probably worse than in other shops, 
“depuis que la duchesse de Chartres l’a mis à la mode, on ne veut que de celui-là” 
                                                          
26
 See for example the discussion in Schickel’s book about Douglas Fairbanks (His Picture in the 
Papers). 
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(ibid). The duchess had stopped her carriage twice in front of this shop to fill her 
tabatière “en disant publiquement” that it was the best tobacco in Paris and then “les 
badauds qui l’entouraient dirent la chose à d’autres, et tout Paris sut que si l’on 
voulait du bon tabac il fallait l’acheter à la Civette” (ibid). This episode demonstrates 
how news of the activities of a well-known Parisian woman travelled by word of 
mouth and influenced the behaviour of others. This implies that the Duchess wielded 
significant social and economic power. That an influential figure was able to cause 
many people to buy a particular tobacco suggests that, in Casanova’s historical 
context, some people performed a role similar to one of those of celebrities, namely 
as “unofficial life coaches” (Rojek Fame Attack 14). Further, that the tobacco was in 
fact worse than could be purchased elsewhere suggests that the potentially 
perverting effect of this function is not unique to the present day. What is clear is that 
well-knownness had a measurable value in the 18th century. 
 
To that end, Casanova’s contemporaries had begun to identify positive and negative 
categories of well-knownness. In his memoirs, Cardinal de Bernis discusses the 
difference between célébrité and réputation. Of the Cardinal de Tencin, he writes: 
“Ce cardinal a eu plus de célébrité que de réputation; ses vues se portaient sur des 
grands objets, et il n’employait que de petits moyens” (Bernis 66). This distinction 
between fame and reputation is also made in the preface to Young’s 1783 satire, 
The Love of Fame, which says: “A writer in polite letters should be content with 
reputation; the private amusement he finds in his compositions; the good influence 
they have on his severer studies; and the possible good effect they may have on the 
public; or else he should join to his politeness some lucrative qualification” (5). So 
both de Bernis and Young criticised fame as something disconnected from 
measurable achievement while contending that reputation was more authentic, 
bestowed as a result of worthy deeds. The definition of fameux in the 1721 and 1771 
editions of the Dictionnaire de Trévoux notes that “il se prend en bonne et en 
mauvaise part” ("fameux” 1721; “fameux" 1771). To illustrate this, the examples 
given are inter alia “fameux auteur”, “fameuse courtisane” and Herostratus.  Thus, it 
is not accurate to say that, prior to the 20th century, fame was the only or even the 
most common type of well-knownness. Also, as foreshadowed above, the 1771 
edition contains an expanded definition of célèbre. The amended entry explains that, 
while célèbre, fameux, illustre and renommé were almost always used as synonyms 
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and all relate to public opinion, they were distinct terms. According to the 
Dictionnaire de Trévoux, while the other three were positive terms, fameux could 
also be negative. Further, célèbre referred to someone who had acquired a 
reputation based on merit whereas fameux referred to anyone who was somehow 
extraordinary and talked about. Illustre referred to someone whose reputation, based 
on merit, was also accompanied by pomp and who was not only known but 
esteemed. Therefore, though the usage of such terms was often imprecise, we 
should not assume that well-knownness was not both myriad and discursive in the 
18th century. 
 
Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie, published between 1751 and 1756, provides 
further insight into the discourses surrounding different categories of well-knownness 
during Casanova’s lifetime. The Encyclopédie, reportedly a record of all human 
knowledge, was recognised as a hugely important work at the time of its publication 
and Casanova praised it (Casanova Pléiade note 2 on page XLVIII). It contains 
entries for numerous distinct fame-related terms.  By turning to consider a number of 
these, we can confirm that Casanova’s contemporaries considered that there were 
several distinct types of well-knownness, some of which were perceived to be 
negative. Similar to celebrity, these were widely considered to be founded on less 
substantive grounds than fame, comparatively less deserved and even potentially 
destructive to society. Thus the consideration and discussion of well-knownness 
was, during Casanova’s lifetime, no less multi-faceted and fluid than it is today. An 
examination of this reveals that those who consider celebrity a recently emerged 
problematic cultural formation oversimplify the nature of well-knownness in earlier 
periods. Critical discussion of fame-related concepts, identification of different 
categories of well-knownness and their potential consequences was occurring in the 
18th century. 
 
To that end, the entry for célèbre begins: “ILLUSTRE, FAMEUX, RENOMMé, 
synonymes. (Gramm.) termes relatifs à l'opinion que les hommes ont conçûe de 
nous, sur ce qu'ils en ont entendu raconter d'extraordinaire” (“célébre” 
Encyclopédie). That the Encyclopédie defines numerous terms relating to well-
knownness is noteworthy. This suggests that it was an important topic and that a 
detailed and specific vocabulary had developed around it. A common feature is that 
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all terms were said to relate to other peoples’ opinion of a person and what 
extraordinary facts they have heard about that person. The threshold was thus set as 
being recognised by other people as somehow not ordinary. Just as Casanova 
understood being well known as being talked about, the reference to “ce que [les 
hommes] en ont entendu raconter” suggests that the oral dissemination of 
information about a person was the key measure of being well known at this time. 
The aural association is a reflection of the means by which reputations were spread 
in this historical period. It is distinct from most of the critical and popular discussion 
of celebrity nowadays which focuses on the circulation of visual images (publicity 
and paparazzi photographs) and to a lesser extent, the written word (tabloid 
magazines and the celebrity press). Nonetheless, celebrities today are 
unquestionably very much talked about and discourse remains a vital element of 
celebrity production today. This point will be further developed in the fifth chapter. As 
the detailed reflection upon the different aspects of well-knownness recorded in the 
Encyclopédie demonstrates, the existence of a multitude of categories of well-
knownness, alternative to fame, is not dependent upon the existence of technologies 
for the reproduction of visual images. Further, the discussion of certain of those 
categories below demonstrates that the existence of apparently spurious and 
potentially negative categories of well-knownness is neither dependent upon those 
technologies nor a recent issue.  
 
The same entry contains a section relating to fameux. This definition of fameux or 
famous suggests that it meant having a relatively widespread reputation. The 
relevant section provides: “Fameux ne désigne que l'étendue de la réputation, soit 
que cette réputation soit fondée sur de bonnes ou de mauvaises actions, & se prend 
en bonne & en mauvaise part: on dit un fameux capitaine & un fameux voleur” 
(emphasis added) (ibid). The definition expressly contemplates positive and negative 
fame, confirming that not all reputations were based on positive actions. It assumes 
that reputation was established by deeds of some sort (actions) but notes that those 
deeds may be meritorious or otherwise, as demonstrated by the examples given of 
the famous captain and the famous thief. The entry concludes with some illustrative 
examples. Relevantly it provides: “Erostrate & Alexandre se sont rendus fameux, l'un 
par l'incendie du temple d'Ephese, l'autre par le ravage de l'Asie” (ibid. The 
contradictory examples of Herostratus and Alexander confirm that historically fame 
 
 
54 
 
was bestowed upon those who achieved great things (Alexander’s military exploits) 
and also those whose behaviour was decidedly unmeritorious (Herostratus’s arson). 
Of course, it is unlikely that this term was always used at the time strictly in 
accordance with this definition; some may have defined it differently and some may 
not have considered the question critically. Nonetheless, Casanova’s use of this term 
was consistent with this definition. 
 
Yet another category of well-knownness is described by the next similar term 
defined, illustre. Illustre or illustrious was an exclusively positive and merit-based 
category of well-knownness. It is defined as follows: 
Illustre marque une réputation fondée sur un mérite accompagné de dignité & 
d'éclat. On dit les hommes illustres de la France, & l'on comprend sous cette 
dénomination & les grands capitaines & les magistrats distingués, & les 
auteurs qui joignent des dignités au mérite littéraire. (ibid) 
This definition also suggests that only the most well-known and celebrated people 
were illustrious. Central to this category of well-knownness was dignité or honour. 
The examples of captains, magistrates and authors imply that many of the illustrious 
people of the time had these occupations. The first two arguably necessarily connote 
honour in that they relate to public service and leadership. The occupation of author, 
however, does not; one could be an author of licentious poems, scandalous 
pamphlets or other works deemed injurious to the public. Further, regardless of what 
he wrote, an author’s behaviour might be entirely dishonourable. That this 
occupation was included in the examples suggests the great social and cultural 
importance attributed to authors at the time. I suggest that Voltaire and Crébillon the 
elder were illustrious in accordance with this definition. Casanova almost certainly 
was not.  
 
After the clarification with regard to synonyms, the discussion of célèbre is 
developed. It demonstrates that, during this period, the technical definition of célèbre 
was a specific category of well-knownness relating to literary exploits: “Célèbre offre 
l'idée d'une réputation acquise par des talens littéraires, réels ou supposés, & 
n'emporte point celle de dignité” (emphasis added) (ibid). That well-knownness 
resulting from literary talent should be a distinct category suggests that this was a 
common claim to fame at the time. The important status of writers in society goes 
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some way to explaining Casanova’s efforts to achieve success as a writer, explored 
in the third chapter.  Again, it is important to note that this type of well-knownness 
could be based on real or imagined talent. Clearly, well-knownness was frequently 
bestowed upon writers who were arguably unworthy of it, whose talents were 
illusory. The social position of authors during Casanova's lifetime marks an important 
cultural difference between his historical context and the present day. The plethora 
of work in relation to literary celebrity in the 19th century suggests that this continued 
to be, up to the 20th century, a common pathway to celebrity. While there are still 
celebrity authors in the present day, one could argue that the 20th century was the 
age of the film star and the 21st is becoming the age of the social media or internet 
celebrity. 
 
According to the definition of the synonym renommé or renowned, this was only 
distinct from fameux in that it was an exclusively positive term. It is defined thus 
“Renommé seroit tout-à-fait synonyme à fameux, s'il se prenoit en bonne & en 
mauvaise part; mais il ne se prend qu'en bonne, & n'est relatif qu'à l'étendue de la 
réputation” (emphasis added) (ibid). This is consistent with Casanova’s use of this 
term; he did not describe the well-knownness of anyone who could be characterised 
as infamous as renown. However, he did use it to describe the well-knownness of 
those whose achievements were superficial. For example, he writes of fashionable 
young women: “Patu me fit connaître toutes les filles de Paris qui avaient quelque 
renommée” (Casanova HDMV 1:573). These women had no regular occupation, as 
was usual for women of the aristocratic and bourgeois classes, women who worked 
in the theatre being a notable exception. The deeds of fashionable young women, 
though undoubtedly the product of effort, were distinguishable from more 
measurable contributions to society through work. Though the encyclopédistes state 
that renommé could not be used as a negative term in this discussion embedded 
within the definition of célèbre, the entry for the noun renommée does assume good 
and bad renown.  
 
The next section of the entry sets out an important distinction in relation to célèbre 
and its synonyms: “Fameux, célèbre, renommé, se disent des personnes & des 
choses. Illustre ne se dit que des personnes” (“célébre” Encyclopédie). Again, 
though it is unlikely this technical distinction was followed as a rule by all speakers, it 
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is consistent with Casanova’s use of these terms. At times, Casanova used célèbre 
and fameux to refer to objects. In those instances, such terms had the meaning of 
famous in English. For example, he refers to “sculptures célébres” (Casanova  
HDMV 1:186), “un poème célébre” (Casanova HDMV 2:412). These examples are 
not particularly interesting save that they confirm that these terms were not loaded in 
the same way the term celebrity is today both in common parlance and in academic 
writing.  
 
The entry for renommée also hints at the possibility of the negative effect of an 
overactive desire for fame. Interestingly, it expressly states that the quest for 
favourable renown should be encouraged as it is one of the strongest motivators 
propelling individuals to achieve. Renown is defined as positive and resounding well-
knownness though it is acknowledged that there is good and bad renown.  The entry 
for renommée begins: 
S. f. (Morale) estime éclatante qu'on a acquise dans l'opinion des hommes ; je 
parle ici de la bonne, & non de la mauvaise renommée, car cette dernière est 
toujours odieuse ; mais l'amour pour la bonne renommée, ne doit jamais être 
découragé, puisqu'elle produit d'excellens effets, non-seulement en ce qu'elle 
détourne de tout ce qui est bas & indigne, mais encore en ce qu'elle porte à 
des actions nobles & généreuses.  (“renommée” Encyclopédie) 
This entry makes clear that there was negative renown which was “toujours 
odieuse”. Reflecting the spirit of individual achievement which flourished in this 
historical period, it is stated that the pursuit of positive renown should never be 
discouraged since it results in noble and generous deeds. Thus individuals were 
encouraged to perform good deeds in public and in pursuit of recognition by others. 
The discourses of individual achievement, competition between equals and the 
desire for acclaim found in this entry confirm a developed individualist tradition in the 
18th century. This established individualism in Casanova’s historical context is one of 
the key factors which explain his conception of well-knownness; he considered 
himself as an individual worthy of attention. Further, Casanova was not an isolated 
example; this individualist ethos is why the celebrities discussed in the following 
section emerged at the same time. 
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The next section is particularly significant to the consideration of historical well-
knownness. Developing the discussion of the advantages of the love of renown, it is 
said that an excess of it can be abhorrent. However, the conclusion reached is that 
the benefits it brings to humankind are so great that it should not be deplored: 
Le principe en peut être fautif ou défectueux ; l'excès en sera vicieux tant 
qu'on voudra, mais les conséquences qui en résultent, sont tellement utiles au 
genre humain, qu'il est absurde de s'en mocquer, & de regarder cet amour 
d'une bonne renommée, comme une chose vaine ; c'est un des plus forts 
motifs qui puisse exciter les hommes à se surpasser les uns les autres dans 
les arts & dans les sciences qu'ils cultivent. (emphasis added) (ibid) 
Described as one of the strongest motivators, the love of renown pushed people to 
excel. Specifically, the entry uses the expression “surpasser les uns les autres dans 
les arts et dans les sciences qu’ils cultivent”. This phrase expressly foregrounds 
competition between individuals. By referring to arts and sciences, this entry links the 
love of renown to some of the greatest meritorious achievements of the 
Enlightenment. Thus for the encyclopédistes and their contemporaries, one of the 
strongest motivators was not knowledge for its own sake or the good of man but 
being recognised in public by one’s peers as extraordinary. 
 
A further extract from the entry specifically mentions those who pursued fame rather 
than having it follow them for some achievement. Casanova’s fixation on immediate 
public recognition, as opposed to excelling in a career, foreshadows the modern 
desire for celebrity. As Casanova’s writings suggest, the relevant extract confirms 
that many in his historical context pursued fame deliberately: 
Je sais qu'il y a des hommes qui courent après la renommée, au-lieu de la 
faire naître ; mais le moyen d'y parvenir solidement, est de tenter une route 
nouvelle & glorieuse, ou bien de suivre cette même route déjà pratiquée sans 
succès ; ainsi, quand la poésie nous peint la renommée couverte d'aîles 
légères, ce sont là des symboles de la vaine renommée, & non pas de celle 
qui s'acquiert en faisant de grandes ou de belles choses. (emphasis added) 
(ibid) 
Thus we should not persist with the fiction that prior to the present day people did not 
seek fame for its own sake. This is almost always characterised mistakenly as a 
recent problem in popular and critical discourse in relation to celebrity. 
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Both of the entries above contemplate positive and negative well-knownness. 
Similarly, the Dictionnaire de Trévoux, as already noted, assumes positive and 
negative types of well-knownness. Further, it makes clear that fameux should not be 
confused with illustre and célèbre which are distinct terms ("fameux” 1721; “fameux" 
1771).27 What this demonstrates is that, in the 18th century, these were not 
universally positive terms to describe those who were esteemed because of 
meritorious achievements. That there existed so many fame-related words, capable 
of such technical definition, goes some way to showing the complex nature of well-
knownness in Casanova’s historical context.  This suggests that we need to change 
the historical narrative in which must contemporary studies of celebrity are based. 
Most significantly, these extracts directly contradict statements by celebrity studies 
writers to the effect that before the 20th-century fame was almost always deserved. 
What is also interesting is how the numerous fame-related terms were defined by 
reference to each other in the same way that celebrity is so often defined as distinct 
from fame in critical and popular discourse today. Indeed, most conceive of it as the 
inferior and problematic successor to fame. Though not the focus of this thesis, I 
suspect that these terms are symbiotic, that they are defined by perceived mutual 
exclusivity. This in turn suggests that it is not the case that these are historically 
sequential phenomena but two sets of competing discourses.  
 
The Encyclopédie was a highly influential work during Casanova's lifetime to which 
he referred specifically in his writings. Thus it is the most obvious choice of 
secondary source to corroborate and explain his usage of certain terms. While the 
above discussion has made reference to the Encyclopédie and the Dictionnaire de 
Trévoux to explain the linguistic trends observed following a close reading of 
Casanova's own writings, there are other similar works which warrant a similar 
analysis. The objective of referring to these texts here is to demonstrate that 
Casanova's use of certain terms was not idiosyncratic but rather was in line with the 
considered usage of these terms by his peers and so it is of evidentiary significance. 
There are other similar contemporaneous secondary sources which I have not 
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 The entries in relation to the word fameux in the 1721 and 1771 editions contain the following: ...on 
ne le confondra point, comme nos Dictionnaristes, avec illustres, célèbre, insigne dans son espèce. 
Voyez ces prétendus synonymes.  
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considered for the purposes of this study but it is anticipated that these will become 
the objects of closer analysis in the future. 
 
Just as the texts extracted above suggest a concern about the negative implications 
of an excessive desire for fame and a belief that some well-known people do not 
deserve to be famous, Casanova was the subject of similar criticism by his peers. 
Giustiniana Wynne wrote that she did not understand how he had gained such status 
in Parisian society (Di Robilant 169). In 1755, Pietro Chiari published a satirical 
portrait of Casanova in his La commediante in fortuna. Casanova recognised 
himself, as did his friends and enemies, in the character of Vanesio. He writes that 
his friend John Murray, the English ambassador to Venice, gave him a copy, saying 
that he would find it interesting: “Il avait raison. C’était une satire qui déchirait la 
coterie de M. Marcantoine Zorzi et où cet abbé me faisait faire une très mauvaise 
figure.” (Casanova HDMV 1:821) In Chiari’s scathing satire, he describes Casanova 
as “one of those phænomenia in the civil atmosphere, whose brightness we cannot 
account for:  I mean, one of those, who live – we know not how; and even live 
splendidly; though they have neither estate, nor office, nor talents to procure them 
that affluence; which, from their gaiety of dress, we may conjecture that they enjoy” 
(125). Thus his contemporaries wrote that they could not account for the public 
recognition and financial reward he seemed to enjoy. Their comments suggest that 
Casanova had social power and financial gain for reasons other than real talent or 
achievement. 
 
Whom did Casanova regard as well known? 
It is clear that Casanova regarded as well-known both people who were famous and 
also people whose well-knownness was akin to celebrity. On the one hand, 
Casanova used célèbre and fameux to describe people who were famous by reason 
of meritorious achievement. In this way, he used célèbre to describe famous actors 
such as the English actor David Garrick (Casanova HDMV 3:147); famous artists 
such as the painter Anton Raphael Mengs (Casanova HDMV 1:388); famous men of 
letters such as Albrecht van Haller (Casanova HDMV 2:380, 382) and, naturally, 
Voltaire (385). He also used fameux in the same way to describe famous people, for 
example “le plus fameux exorciste de Padoue” (Casanova HDMV 1:37), “le fameux 
médecin Macop” (20), “une fameuse actrice de l’opéra qui s’appelait Le Fel, bien-
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aimée de tout Paris, et membre femelle de l’Académie royale de musique” (572) and 
Gajes – “ce fameux général” (252). These people were famous primarily because of 
accomplishments in their occupations.  On the other hand, he also used these terms 
to describe people who were well known for more specious reasons. These people, 
like Casanova himself, exhibit the traits of celebrities.28 For example, he writes of 
famous courtesans or noblewomen famous for their beauty. He writes of Ancilla 
Campioni, dancer and courtesan, that she was “la plus célèbre de toutes les 
courtisanes vénitiennes de ce temps-là” (406) and makes similar reference to a 
prostitute known as Saint-Hilaire who he says “devient célèbre” (584). He wrote of 
Fanny Murray, “la célèbre Fanni Murrai [sic]” (838) and also described as “célèbre” 
Kitty Fischer (Casanova HDMV 3:248) and Elizabeth Chudleigh, duchess of 
Kingston (335). According to Casanova, these women were well known for being 
beautiful, for their witty personalities and often for having relationships with famous 
men. Their well-knownness was a function of public interest in their looks, their 
personalities and their private lives.  
 
The first point to make about this latter category of well-known women is that their 
popularity was necessarily of a more fleeting nature because it depended largely on 
their physical attractiveness and the eventfulness of their personal lives.  Of meeting 
Kitty Fischer, Casanova writes “[Ange] Goudar...me fit connaître les plus célèbres 
filles de Londres, et surtout Keti-ficher [sic] qui commençait à aller hors de mode” 
(240). In the period described here, Kitty Fischer was 22 years old. This example 
demonstrates how courtesans went in and out of fashion. Their social position was 
more precarious than for those whose fame was founded upon their occupation and 
so would last as long as they carried out that occupation.  In this way, they were 
similar to the celebrity who uses manipulation to prolong their inherently weaker grip 
on the public’s attention. The second point to make is that they were notorious. 
Casanova’s memoirs give numerous examples of women who were well known for 
their tumultuous personal lives. Firstly, of La Binetti he writes that she “déploie sa 
force dans plusieurs aventures qui lui donnèrent de la célébrité” (Casanova  HDMV 
1:407). Further, of a dancer, he writes: “je la reconnais pour Cattinella danseuse fort 
connue...elle était fort jolie et célèbre par ses intrigues” (546). Of the aforementioned 
                                                          
28
 However, as flagged in the Introduction, that is not to say that famous actors, singers and 
intellectuals could not acquire celebrity status also. 
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Miss Chudleigh, he writes: “[s]es rares aventures sont très connues” (Casanova 
HDMV 3:145). Of a concert he attended where Theresa Imer, his former mistress, 
sang, he writes: 
Les applaudissements ne finissaient jamais. Esthere me dit qu’on ne savait 
pas qui était cette femme, qu’elle était fameuse à cause de cent histoires, 
qu’elle était fort mal dans ses affaires, et qu’elle vivait en parcourant toutes 
les villes de la Hollande chantant partout dans les concerts publics, où elle ne 
recevait paiement que ce que les assistants lui donnaient sur une assiette 
d’argent qu’elle tenait à la main en parcourant à la fin du concert toutes les 
files. (Casanova HDMV 2:111).  
Theresa was thus said to be well known because of her personal history rather than 
her singing. He describes Lady Harrington as “fameuse à Londres par son crédit, et 
par ses galanteries aussi” (Casanova HDMV 3:143). These people were primarily 
well known because of their amorous intrigues and public promiscuity. These 
beautiful and glamorous women were in that way notorious. This links them to the 
contemporary concept of celebrity as theorised by Rojek. They also met Boorstin’s 
threshold test for celebrity in that they were known for their personalities. In this way, 
they should cause us to question whether the origins of celebrity might be traced 
back earlier than the 20th or even the 19th century. 
 
Casanova craved public recognition 
Casanova undoubtedly wanted to be well known. He sought well-knownness for its 
own sake and not by excelling in a career, an ambition that is often presented as the 
hallmark of celebrity and a critical problem among today’s youth. While his ambition 
for fame was constant throughout his life, the way he wanted to achieve it was not. 
For example Casanova was selected to give the panegyric at Christmas and he 
writes of this experience that it took little to convince himself that he was born to be 
“le plus célèbre prédicateur du siècle” (Casanova HDMV 1:64). Similarly, at another 
point in his memoirs, he writes: “L’idée de devenir célèbre en astrologie dans mon 
siècle où la raison l’avait si bien décriée me comblait de joie. Je jouissais, me 
prévoyant recherché par des monarques, et devenu inaccessible dans ma 
vieillesse.” (Casanova HDMV 2:484) It is important to note that, in these examples, 
as in the one at the outset of this chapter, Casanova did not claim that he wanted to 
be the best but the most famous. On another occasion, he writes: “Je ne pouvais pas 
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renoncer sans peine à la vanité d’être qualifié de beau parleur, comme j’en avais 
déjà la réputation partout où j’avais vécu” (Casanova HDMV 1:297). Thus he claimed 
that he wanted to be at various times a famous preacher, famous astrologist, famous 
conversationalist, famous writer or famous in the arts. He saw no inherent 
contradiction in this and showed no circumspection about declaring his desire for 
fame, a career being only a secondary object. The roles named in these examples 
bear little resemblance to the options presented to the contemporary fame-seeker. 
However, what is significant is that, like those who are criticised for valuing fame 
over achievement in the 21st century, Casanova focussed primarily on being well 
known, the way he sought to achieve it was secondary. His urge for well-knownness 
was consistent though his choice of occupation was not. 
 
Casanova sought no kind of fame by association with his famous family members; 
his mother was an actress and two of his brothers were painters. This reflects, in my 
view, both Casanova’s desire for individual recognition and his desire to escape the 
confines of his social class. As Ted Emery notes, being the son of actors “could 
hardly have placed him lower on the 18th-century social scale” (171). Casanova’s 
mother was a famous actress; after a successful career in the theatres of Venice, 
she performed Italian comedies in the courts of Europe. She performed at Kings 
Theatre in London between 1726 and 1728, during which time she was rumoured to 
have been the mistress of King George II. She travelled to Russia in 1734 to perform 
at the court of the empress Anna Ivanovana (Luna Casanova : fin de siècle 55). 
Carlo Goldoni, rumoured to be her lover, wrote the play La pupilla for her.  She then 
performed at the court theatre in Dresden in 1737. She retired to Prague in 1756 
before settling in Dresden.  Apparently, Casanova only visited her once during his 
extensive travels and, of this visit, records in his lengthy memoirs little more than the 
fact that they met for two hours (Casanova HDMV 3:491). He does not mention her 
travels or her successes save on the odd occasion when he reports that 
acquaintances from his childhood mentioned her to him (Casanova HDMV 1: 578; 
2:711; 3:359). The only significant reference to her when describing his adult life is 
when he recounts an episode where he reports that he had to leave Naples as there 
was a risk it could be discovered that he was her son. In 1743, attempts were made 
to procure him the honour of kissing the queen’s hand. Of this time, he writes that 
the queen knew his mother and there was nothing to prevent her from saying that 
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she was performing in Dresden and then his genealogy would have become 
ridiculous. He writes “je serais tombé tout à plat” (Casanova HDMV 1:171). Thus he 
confirms he was ashamed of his mother’s occupation, his status as the son of actors 
was inconsistent with the role he played in public as will be discussed further below.  
 
Casanova’s relationship with his brother Francesco appears to be the only family 
relationship which he made any effort to maintain. Francesco and Giacomo 
Casanova were both well-known while living in Paris during the same period. 
Casanova describes Francesco as famous and makes reference to his success, for 
example: “mon frère François, célèbre peintre de batailles” (Casanova HDMV1 :16); 
of the display of one of Francesco’s paintings at the Louvre in 1757: “il fut reçu par 
acclamation...Mon frère...devint fameux” (Casanova HDMV 2:31); “Mon frère avait 
été reçu à l’Académie par acclamation, après l’exposition d’un tableau qu’il avait fait 
où il représentait une bataille qui eut l’approbation de tous les connaisseurs” (99) 
and, of Francesco’s marriage to a dancer: “par reconnaissance à la belle action que 
mon frère avait faite en l’épousant lui fit ordonner des tableaux pour tous ses amis 
qui l’acheminèrent à la fortune qu’il fit, et à la grande renommée qu’il gagne” (100). 
At the time of an exhibition of Francesco’s paintings in the Louvre in 1771, a rumour 
circulated that Francesco was in fact the son of King George II (Casanova Pléiade 
LVI). After his escape from the Leads in November 1756, Casanova travelled to 
Paris. In the 3 years which followed, Casanova and his brother Francesco were both 
well-known but for different reasons. Casanova was initially known for his escape 
from the Leads and then his behaviour in public. Francesco was well known because 
his paintings were very well received. In this way, I would say that Francesco was 
famous whereas Casanova was a celebrity. Of this period, Casanova writes that 
Monsieur Le-noir asked him whether he was the artist. When Casanova responded 
that he was the older brother, Le-noir congratulated him on the lottery (Casanova  
HDMV 2:40). Still, Francesco receives relatively limited mention in the memoirs. 
While Casanova does not give the impression that he was ashamed of his brother, it 
appears he did not advertise their connection. 
 
Casanova’s brother Giovanni was also a painter. He was schooled by Mengs (598) 
and was director of l’Académie Électorale des Beaux-Arts in Dresden from 1764 
onwards (Luna Casanova : fin de siècle 59). Later in his career, he developed a bad 
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reputation in Italy due to selling fake antique paintings and a case about false letters 
of exchange (62). Casanova’s writings suggest he distanced himself from Giovanni. 
After the fake paintings episode, this was probably because it could have had legal 
implications or thwarted his pretensions to nobility. Casanova describes a telling 
episode in his memoirs: “J’entends un abbé qui dit à un autre qui me regardait: C’est 
le frère de Casanova. Je lui dis qu’il devait dire que c’était Casanova qui était mon 
frère”  (Casanova HDMV 2:599) This quotation implies that Casanova’s worldview 
was completely self-centred. He took offence when it was implied that he was known 
as the brother of Giovanni rather than Giovanni being known as his brother. Even 
though, through their artistic talents, Casanova’s mother and brothers arguably 
achieved more than he did, Casanova thought he was, or at least should have been, 
the most well-known member of his family. This was perhaps due to an inflated 
sense of self-worth, snobbery on Casanova’s part (because he believed he had 
achieved the status of gentleman) or perhaps he simply learned from his mother who 
was, as Roth notes, preoccupied with her own success (61).  For the purposes of 
this thesis, the important point to note about Casanova’s relationship with his family 
is that he did not seek fame by association with them. Being the son of two actors 
was inconsistent with the public self he performed.  
 
This leads to an important point about the kind of well-knownness Casanova sought: 
it was outside the bounds of the class into which he was born. His writings confirm 
that he viewed society in accordance with the tripartite model of social stratification 
comprising la noblesse, la bourgeoisie and le peuple. Though he was not noble, from 
a young age, he socialised mainly with the nobility. Throughout his life, he adopted 
the costume, manners and behaviours of the nobility. He promulgated the rumour 
that he was the illegitimate son of a Venetian patrician. He used the fictitious noble 
title of Chevalier de Seingalt fairly consistently from 1760 onwards (Childs 144). He 
also occasionally called himself Count Farussi, his grandparents’ name (Leeflang et 
al. 33). When he was in Spain in September 1768, he was issued with a passport 
without “Don” before his name and refused to travel until it was amended.29  Of 
attending the theatre in 1760, he writes that he chose to sit on the stage, the place 
preferred by the nobility (Casanova HDMV 2:252). Of a visit to the Marquise de 
                                                          
29
 See his correspondence with Dominique de Varnier who arranged for the passport to be reissued in 
the name of “Don Casanova” (Casanova di Seingalt Casanova Gleanings vols 1 – 13: 27). 
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Brignole, he writes: “ayant personne qui me présente, je lui dis mon nom. Rien n’est 
si gauche qu’un homme de mon espèce qui s’annonce lui-même.” (Casanova HDMV 
3:28) We can deduce from this that Casanova approved of the formality habitual in 
noble houses and thought that it was appropriate he was treated in accordance with 
it. The implication from Casanova’s behaviour is that the persona he adopted in 
public was that of a wealthy nobleman. 
 
Casanova’s attitude to class distinctions and social mobility was complex and 
shifting. Nobility was something he both aspired to but sometimes critiqued. This 
complex relationship is indicative of the changing cultural and social position of the 
nobility during this period which was in turn pivotal to the early formation of celebrity 
culture. On the one hand, Casanova demonstrated an acute awareness of ancien 
régime class distinctions and was critical of the French Revolution.30 On the other 
hand, he did not regard the fact of his own lowly birth as a bar to upward social 
mobility. In addition, throughout his life, he maintained friends from the theatre and 
associated with people from lower socio-economic groups. Thus he regarded himself 
as free to associate with people from all social classes. Nonetheless, Casanova was 
clearly conscious of the fact that he was not noble and the implications of this in 
some contexts. For example, he writes in his memoirs that the beautiful nun M.M., 
whose sexual favours he shared with l’abbé de Bernis as he then was, was pleased 
that Casanova was not noble because, as a foreign minister, de Bernis was legally 
prohibited from associating with Venetian nobles (Casanova HDMV 1:786). He also 
writes that he visited certain casini in Venice which nobles dared not because one of 
the stakeholders was affiliated with the Spanish government (543). Significantly, 
when he was described as a Venetian noble in the Gazzetta Toscana while he was 
in Florence in 1770, he contacted the publication to correct this error. The issue from 
21 April 1770 reads as follows: 
Still staying in Florence is that gentleman who in the latest Gazzetta was said 
to be Signore Giacomo Casanova di San Gallo, a Venetian nobleman. It is our 
duty to report that the above-mentioned gentleman came to see us in person 
to tell us that he is called Giacomo Casanova di Seingalt, that he is Venetian, 
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 In a letter to Pietro Zaguri dated 4 October 1797, he wrote about the French revolution: “impudence 
avec laquelle on célèbre la gloire à Paris” (Casanova di Seingalt and Zaguri 376). Further, he 
describes it in his memoirs as “Fatale et infâme révolution!” (Casanova HDMV 1: 450). 
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but not in fact noble. Nor has he ever attributed to himself that quality, which 
far exceeds his condition, which is limited to being a good subject of that 
nation, and not a noble of that realm.31 ("Firenze 21 Aprile")    
Casanova has not set out his reasons for this amendment in his autobiographical 
writings. He must have perceived some negative consequences or sanction would 
follow from the incorrect description of himself as a Venetian noble in this 
publication. He had in the previous year made some efforts to ingratiate himself to 
the Venetian government.32 He may have felt that publicly declaring the correct 
position that he was not a noble subject of Venice would impress the government of 
his homeland. He was eventually pardoned in 1774 after a first exile of 18 years so 
this may have been the result of such uncharacteristically good behaviour. 
 
Nonetheless, he certainly conceived of la bourgeoisie and le peuple as distinct social 
classes to which he did not belong. For example he writes that nobody could have 
known him in a church filled with “bourgeois et des bourgeoises muranaises” 
(Casanova HDMV 1:712). Of a music hall he walked past, he writes: “L’assemblée 
qui animait ce lieu était composée de matelots et d’autres gens du peuple” 
(Casanova HDMV 2:129). If he was not bourgeois and not a member of le peuple 
then the implication is that he was a member of la noblesse. Perhaps, most tellingly, 
Casanova writes that, had he been in Paris at the time and made his fortune there, 
he would have been a victim of the French revolution (Casanova HDMV 1:792). This 
suggests that he saw no real difference between himself and the members of the 
nobility who were guillotined. Though of course many lost their heads during the 
Reign of Terror, it is significant that Casanova clearly saw himself as not sitting in the 
people’s camp. The model Casanova took for his own public self was the aristocracy 
or ascribed celebrities. Given the historical context into which Casanova was born, it 
is understandable that the model of well-knownness he courted was that of the 
ascribed celebrity, born into social influence, wealth and political power, as these 
were the largest group at the beginning of the 18th century. 
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 Translation from Italian. 
32
 La Confutazione della Storia del Governo Veneto d’Amelot de la Houssaie was published in 1769 
and, from the ode to Venice included therein, it seems he wrote it in the hope of currying favour with 
the Venetian government. 
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He was, in a way, a pseudo-aristocrat, a pretender. He performed a noble identity. 
Though he does not expressly say so, I contend that Casanova believed he had 
earned nobility. Indeed, the Prince de Ligne recorded a revealing outburst from 
Casanova in the face of perceived disrespect by Count Waldstein and his staff:  
‘Cospetto! disait-il, canaille que vous êtes, vous êtes tous des Jacobins, vous 
manquez au comte, et le comte me manque, Monsieur, dit-il, j’ai percé le 
ventre du grand général de Pologne, je ne suis pas gentilhomme mais je me 
suis fait gentilhomme.’ (emphasis added) (Roggendorff 82) 
Casanova’s idea of achieving nobility, rising above his class, suggests a changing 
conception of self in keeping with the erosion of hereditary class divisions and 
increased class mobility which took place in the 18th century. However, the fact that 
Casanova assumed fictitious noble titles and the outward appearance of an 
aristocrat indicates that society was far from completely democratised. This was 
common at the time. Even Voltaire assumed an aristocratic name to hide the 
baseness of his own (Casanova Pléiade XXXVII ). As Casanova writes in his critique 
of the accolades published by various authors on Voltaire’s death, “Le seigneur 
Marie François n’aurait jamais pu réussir à se rendre illustre, et fameux avec le nom 
Arouet” (Casanova Pléiade note 11 on page 1252). Casanova did not think he could 
adopt the modes of behaviour of his own class and achieve well-knownness. 
However, he did clearly regard class divisions as sufficiently fluid that the upper 
echelons of society were not closed to him.  
 
Though he modelled his behaviour on the aristocracy, Casanova was sometimes 
critical of aristocratic government. For example, when asked by Voltaire whether he 
was free in Venice, Casanova writes that he responded: “Autant qu’on peut l’être 
sous un gouvernement aristocratique. La liberté dont nous jouissons n’est pas si 
grande que celle dont on jouit en Angleterre, mais nous sommes contents” 
(Casanova HDMV 2:423). Thus he seems to have regarded aristocratic rule as a 
fetter upon freedom of expression and individual achievement.  One could interpret 
one of the most notable masquerades in Casanova’s memoirs, namely where he 
dressed his friends among the Milanese nobility as beggars (albeit beggars in 
sumptuous costumes which were created and then torn up especially for the 
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evening), as a symbolic debasement of the nobility.33 Guy David Toubiana notes that 
Casanova frequently donned the costume of Pierrot who played the role of the sly 
servant who always says what he thinks and doesn’t recognise any social distinction 
(Leeflang et al. 13).  On balance, I agree with Robert Goodwin who writes that 
Casanova supported the social order of the ancien régime but wanted it to be 
reformed economically and administratively to give an outstanding man from the 
citizen class the chance to be received on merit among the nobility on equal terms 
(Leeflang et al. 9, 10). Casanova respected the prevailing social order but not all of 
its limitations.  
 
The question of class is not one so squarely faced by those hoping to achieve 
celebrity in the present day. Indeed, one might argue that the situation has 
somewhat reversed when one considers the recent exchange between the UK 
shadow culture minister, Chris Bryant, and Harrow-educated musician, James Blunt 
in early 2015. Bryant complained that the arts were dominated by performers from a 
privileged background, naming Blunt and Eton-educated actor Eddie Redmayne as 
examples (Mason 1). Blunt complained that his class was in fact a barrier to 
success, saying he was "scoffed at for being too posh for the industry" (Blunt 1). For 
both Casanova and the modern day celebrity, a choice is made as to which class 
they perform in public. For example, the actor Jason Statham plays up to his East 
End working class roots, regularly playing characters from a similar background in 
films and not disguising his accent, whereas Tom Hiddleston, an old Etonion with a 
double first from Cambridge, is almost apologetic in relation to his privileged 
background and is quick to emphasise his father's working class roots when 
interviewed (Davies). He has stated that he eschews the labels of "Old Etonian or 
Cambridge graduate or Rada alumnus" and has "had to do a lot of work taking off 
those jackets" (1). In contrast, Casanova deliberately affected the nobility which he 
lacked. These decisions in relation to the class most likely stem primarily from 
judgments, possibly under the advice of public relations advisors in the case of 
modern celebrities, as to which public persona will have the greatest public appeal. 
Casanova's choice was also related to such judgments but also to the very tangible 
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 See Casanova HDMV 2: 856 - 58). 
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fact that the society in which he lived was more overtly and closely controlled by the 
aristocracy than it is today.  
 
In some cases, Casanova demonstrated an understanding of his status as a 
notorious figure. For example, of his arrest when police seized his books including 
La Clavicule de Salomon, the Zecor-ben and Picatrix, he writes: “Ceux qui savait que 
je possédais ces livres me croyaient magicien, et je n’en étais pas fâché” (Casanova 
HDMV 1:859). In this instance at least, he was apparently pleased with the attention 
he received for owning prohibited books. Further, he writes of his relationship with 
Bragadin, Dandalo and Barbaro: 
La liaison de ces trois respectables personnages avec moi avait toujours été 
un sujet d’étonnement pour toute la ville. On décidait que la chose ne pouvait 
pas être naturelle; et que ce ne pouvait donc être que l’effet d’un sortilège. Ils 
étaient dévots à outrance, et à Venise il n’y avait pas un libertin plus grand 
que moi. (857) 
Thus, he clearly understood that these three older gentlemen were considered more 
respectable than he was and that this discrepancy surprised Venetian society. More 
seriously, of attracting the attention of the Venetian tribunal, he writes: 
Tous ces griefs déterminèrent le tout-puissant tribunal à me traiter comme 
ennemi de la patrie, conspirateur, scélérat du premier ordre. Depuis deux ou 
trois semaines, plusieurs personnes, auxquelles je devais croire, me disaient 
d’aller faire un voyage en pays étranger, puisque le tribunal s’occupait de 
moi...mais je méprisais tous les avis...Je voyais qu’on me fuyait. (853) 
In this context, his notorious status had crossed the line of social acceptability. 
Casanova recognised that his notoriety varied from being seen as a scallywag to 
being shunned socially because he was considered dangerous company. The first 
example suggests he relished this harmless notoriety.  However, for the most part, 
Casanova’s writings suggest he regarded himself as a respectable figure, un 
honnête homme (a phrase he used very frequently). Casanova did court a certain 
degree of notoriety but, to the extent that he could control it, he did so in accordance 
with prevailing social conventions so as to enhance rather than destroy his public 
appeal.  
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Casanova’s public 
For Casanova and others referred to above to be well known meant there was a 
public to have an opinion about them. I consider now whom Casanova regarded as 
the public. Casanova’s conception of well-knownness implied a public which was 
exclusive, francophone and European. In the 18th century, the European nobility 
discovered a territory between the court and the Church whose boundaries were 
determined by its members who called it by the generic name monde (Craveri and 
Waugh ix). This monde was Casanova’s public. Some studies talk of le monde of the 
Enlightenment being comprised of the court, the salons and the Republic of Letters 
(the transnational intellectual community in the late 17th and 18th century) (Kale 29). 
The only people Casanova cared to impress were members of le monde. When he 
referred to everyone (tout le monde), what he actually meant was everyone who 
mattered.  Habermas describes the successor to aristocratic society typified by the 
reign of Louis XIV as “the particularly free-floating but clearly demarcated sphere of 
“good society” in the 18th century (Habermas 10). This group was described 
variously as “la bonne société” (Casanova HDMV 1:175), “les compagnies de bon 
ton” (369) or “gens comme il faut” (582). Members of good society recognised each 
other by standards of dress, the fashionability of their clothes, their use of language 
(fashionable jargon) and being in the same places (this practice is one of the topics 
of the following chapter). Good society may have been largely controlled by and 
largely comprised of members of the nobility but, throughout the 18th century, its 
demarcations came to be less defined by class. Good society describes most 
accurately the group in which Casanova usually circulated and whom he regarded as 
his public. This shift, the passing of cultural and social dominance from the nobility to 
a broader group marked the emergence of a recognisably modern public.  In 
Casanova’s lifetime, the members of good society were the creators and consumers 
of culture. That this was an increasingly large and transnational group meant that the 
public sphere was expanded relative to previous centuries. That this group was also 
increasingly heterogeneous in terms of class meant that people from lower classes 
could participate in culture and society in ways that they could not previously.  
 
Throughout his memoirs, “all of Europe” is the broadest frame of reference used to 
talk about someone extremely well known as opposed to “worldwide”. To be talked 
about by all of Europe was, for Casanova, the maximum extent of well-knownness 
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conceivable. For example, he writes: “un homme dont toute l’Europe a parlé” (282), 
“soit que ce soit une fable tissue par votre tête profonde, malheureusement pour 
vous trop connue de toute l’Europe” (Casanova HDMV 2:352), “Toute l’Europe, me 
dit-il, sera informée de moi-même de...” (405), “étaient réputés les plus habiles de 
l’Europe à corriger la fortune” (714) and “sans cela on ne m’aurait pas préconisé 
pour le plus beau joueur de toute l’Europe” (894) (emphasis added). The alternative 
was to be talked about by everyone in a particular city, for example “tout Paris” (94), 
“toute la ville de Stutgard” (288) and “tout Londres” (Casanova HDMV 3: 291). 
During peaks in his well-knownness, Casanova was talked and written about 
throughout Europe. However, during other periods, his well-knownness was more 
localised. While today, the most prominent celebrities are internationally known, 
Casanova was not and did not consider that such well-knownness was possible. 
Nonetheless, the idea of well-knownness spreading throughout a city and throughout 
Europe would not have been possible in earlier periods. It required there to be cities 
and also for people and information to circulate across Europe.  
 
Conclusions 
In summary, Casanova wanted to be well known. He craved individual recognition 
outside the bounds of his family and social class. Further, exhibiting what is usually 
regarded as a uniquely 21st-century by-product of celebrity culture, Casanova was 
unclear as to what he wanted to be well known for. His desire for well-knownness 
outstripped any thoughts of excelling at a particular activity. He conceived of well-
knownness as being talked about. This indicates that this is how well-knownness 
spread at the time. Further, it implies that the consequences of well-knownness were 
immediate and demonstrable. Casanova did not construe being well known as 
posthumous recognition for a life as an achievement. Therefore, well-knownness as 
conceived by Casanova was not causally linked to meritorious achievements, was 
fuelled by visual impact in public, spread rapidly, was often based upon public 
interest in one’s personal life as opposed to one’s professional life, afforded social 
and economic power and was a way to transcend his class. When considered 
closely, it begins to look very much like celebrity. 
 
Linking him to some of the most negative conceptions of celebrity, it is clear that 
Casanova welcomed a degree of notoriety. Further, some of the people he regarded 
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as famous, such as Kitty Fischer and Fanny Murray, were notorious figures, known 
for their love lives. Minois writes that famous people used to be great and were role 
models for ordinary people (11). Rojek writes that, before the 1920s, celebrities were 
generally presented as “possessing to the highest degree the qualities of prudence, 
orderly balance and modesty of the man in the street” (Fame Attack 8). However, the 
present case study shows that, during Casanova’s lifetime, sexual promiscuity was 
frequently the basis of a claim to well-knownness. He describes many people who 
were talked about because of their scandalous behaviour. Therefore, it is likely that 
the historical shift described by Minois and Rojek occurred earlier than is ordinarily 
assumed. 
 
Casanova’s conception of well-knownness implies an understanding that the public 
self was created. The idea of being renamed by the public suggests that the public 
was complicit in this process. Further, it is clear that Casanova performed a public 
self of his own creation in denying his class, adopting the behaviours of the nobility 
and distancing himself from his family. This deliberate creation of a public persona 
suggests a degree of artifice and manufacture in his historical context not discussed 
in celebrity studies. I contend that this means the business of being well known in 
18th-century Europe was less straightforward and organic than it is usually said to 
have been.  
 
Visual splendour and ostentatious behaviour were central to Casanova’s conception 
of well-knownness. In public, he performed a glamorised version of himself. The 
metaphor of sparkling is itself visual. Further, he clearly regarded having a stunning 
appearance as a type of public performance. This contradicts the idea that there was 
a direct correlation between greatness and public recognition prior to the 20th 
century. It also suggests that Inglis’s chronology of celebrity, wherein he presents 
19th-century Paris as the first place to put sheer appearance at the centre of 
celebrity, is not entirely accurate. It suggests that one of the important characteristics 
of celebrity, well-knownness grounded in visibility, was apparent much earlier than 
usually thought. 
 
Casanova’s writing provides an example of the influence of well-known figures, as 
well as the potentially negative consequence of this. Casanova and his 
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contemporaries followed the behaviours and buying habits of well-known people in a 
way which recalls an observation of Rojek who, writing in 2012, says that celebrities 
provide attractive examples and glamorous role models (Fame Attack 14). During 
Casanova’s lifetime, some well-known people had a similar function. His writings 
depict 18th-century Europe as a society in which glamorous, well known people 
occupied a privileged place and could influence the behaviour of others. Again, this 
suggests that the cultural prevalence of celebrity and the ordering of society around 
celebrities are not unique to the 20th and 21st centuries. 
 
Schickel writes that fame was, until the 1940s, the by-product of concrete 
achievement (Intimate Strangers 24). The dramatis personae of Casanova’s writings 
contradicts this; many people who were well known during his lifetime had no 
achievements which could be plausibly termed concrete. Schickel’s view of celebrity 
is overly presentist and oversimplifies the nature of well-knownness in centuries 
preceding the 20th.  The texts discussed above demonstrate that it was not always or 
even most often the case that there was a direct correlation between measurable 
achievement and public recognition in Casanova’s time. Further, there was already 
pejorative discourse surrounding the negative or empty types of fame, regarding 
people who were famous for no reason at all or no good reason. 
 
Discourse relating to well-knownness in Casanova’s historical context was both more 
complex and more similar to recent popular and critical discourse in relation to 
celebrity than is usually assumed. A category of well-knownness which was much 
like celebrity had been identified. Casanova’s contemporaries recognised that there 
were different kinds of well-known people, essentially those who were famous for 
good reason and those whose well-knownness one could not account for. Casanova 
was the subject of such negative discourse. The negative comments by his 
contemporaries in relation to Casanova’s well-knownness, de Bernis’ and Young’s 
observations in relation to the distinction between fame and reputation as well as the 
writings of the encyclopédistes pre-empt the discourse of the cultural predilection for 
celebrity as the root of social problems which emerged in the late 20th century 
(Schickel Intimate Strangers ; Rojek Fame Attack; Sennett). De Bernis’ comments in 
particular recall Lasch who, writing in 1980, asserts: 
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Today men seek the kind of approval that applauds not their actions but their 
personal attributes. They wish not to be so much esteemed as admired. They 
crave not fame but the glamour and excitement of celebrity. They want to be 
envied rather than respected. (59) 
Celebrity studies, for the most part, do not consider that there were an appreciable 
number of instances of this kind of well-knownness as early as the 18th century. 
However, some of his contemporaries described Casanova in these terms and this 
was part of an identifiable pejorative discursive trend. When we consider the 
discursive trends associated with celebrity as opposed to focussing on the media 
through which images and discourses about particular celebrities are disseminated 
then we can see such trends consistently apparent throughout the 18th century. 
 
Casanova’s writings and his behaviour demonstrate his strong desire for individual 
recognition. An overactive desire for individual recognition is the subject of criticism 
in Rojek’s Fame Attack. The desire for well-knownness above all other things and 
the conception of being well known as a career in itself recalls a sentiment frequently 
articulated in popular discourse today. For example, in an interview in November 
2011, the comedian, Ricky Gervais laments the results of a recent study which 
“asked a sample of ten-year olds what they wanted to be when they grew up. They 
answered ‘famous’. Just famous.” (Holly Thomas 2) In contrast to this, Gervais says 
of himself: “I guess I always wanted to be eminent. That’s the old word for fame, by 
the way. Being known for something. Being known for being good at something. 
Maybe even the best at something.” (4) Dwayne “the Rock” Johnson, former wrestler 
who is now an actor made a similar comment, tweeting in August 2013: “...don’t 
commit to fame. Commit to being great at what you do”.  These admonishments 
directed at those they perceive to seek fame for its own sake imply that this is a 
recently emerged problem which must be addressed, that things used to be better. 
However, as is evident from the texts discussed in this chapter, similar complaints 
were frequently made in the 18th century. Casanova is a clear example of a historical 
figure who prized individual recognition over achievement. For these reasons, we 
should not maintain that wanting to be ‘just famous’ is unique to the present historical 
context.  
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A key characteristic of Casanova’s conception of well-knownness is that he regarded 
the public as an exclusive group and did not consider reaching a mass audience 
such as that term is understood today.  A perfunctory comparison with a modern 
celebrity such as Kim Kardashian could lead to the conclusion that she enjoys mass 
fame while Casanova was only recognised by a small group belonging to the upper 
echelons of society. However, the two are more properly regarded as evidencing 
different stages along a continuum of the expansion of the modern public. Sennett 
adopts Eric Auerbach’s assertion that the modern definition of “the public” first 
appeared in mid-17th-century France and indicated the public that was the audience 
for plays (16). Sennett writes that the sense of who “the public” were significantly 
expanded in early 18th-century Paris and London with the emergence of the 
mercantile bourgeoisie. The emergence of the more fluidly defined group of good 
society went hand in hand with the social and economic changes resulting in the rise 
of the bourgeoisie. Thus, by the 18th century, the consumers of culture were a larger 
and more heterogeneous group. In other words, the public took on a recognisably 
modern form. The audience for the production and consumption of celebrity remains 
essentially the reading public, a group which has massively expanded since the 18th 
century due to increased literacy levels.  It is often this mass consumption which is 
used to justify the categorisation of the celebrity as a 20th-century phenomenon. 
However, I contend that it is more accurate to say that the mass nature of the 
audience for celebrity is a result of the expansion of the reading public rather than 
that celebrity itself is a by-product of the advent of the mass media.  
 
Clearly the historical context in which Casanova lived informed these shifts. Braudy 
observes that the 18th century was particularly preoccupied with the question of fame 
in what he calls the modern sense, namely as a way of defining oneself, making 
oneself known, beyond the limitations of class and family (14). According to Braudy, 
the new industrial age set the scene for individuals to make their way relatively 
unhampered by the traditions and restrictions of the past and fame and success 
became much more important than they had been in a time when the orders of 
society and the realms of the spirit were more fixed (7). Minois notes that the Middle 
Ages was a particularly unfavourable time for earthly well-knownness (78). Relevant 
factors he identifies are the division of Europe into separate feudal cells, the decline 
of cities, low literacy levels and the power of the church in Christian Europe and its 
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treatises emphasising humility (ibid). Clearly, these conditions made it very difficult 
for people to become known beyond the bounds of their village. By the 18th century, 
the world had changed. Major capital cities emerged, literacy levels had risen 
appreciably, increased travel had expanded and transnationalised the public sphere 
and the spreading of well-knownness to greater circles, the rise of the mercantile 
bourgeoisie had eroded hitherto strict class divisions and expanded the public and 
society was more secularised and democratised than in previous centuries (Braudy 
13; Habermas 32; Inglis 8; Rojek Celebrity 13, 110; Fame attack vii; Sennett 16, 17, 
42, 48, 51, 56). These social, economic and cultural conditions facilitated the 
emergence of a new type of well-knownness, namely celebrity. 
 
As set out above, there were many glamorous, notorious and largely careerless 
figures in the 18th century whom Casanova regarded as well-known. Casanova and 
many of the courtesans, adventurers and nobles he describes in his memoirs satisfy 
the best known definitions of celebrity proffered by theorists. They were known for 
their personalities and so were celebrities according to Boorstin (65). They were 
attributed glamorous or notorious status within the public sphere and so were 
celebrities according to Rojek (Celebrity 10). They were highly visible and 
recognised in public and so satisfy van Krieken’s criteria for celebrity (5). Casanova’s 
writings contain so many examples of such people that this cannot be reconciled 
with the argument that celebrity is unique to the 20th century. These definitions of 
celebrity are perfectly workable. The fact that many historical figures do not sit 
comfortably with the theorisation of celebrity as a creature of 20th-century mass 
media is a strong reason for reconsidering that theory. There are countless 
examples of 18th-century figures who exhibited the traits associated with celebrity 
today and Casanova is one. While it is widely assumed that celebrity is dependent 
on the emergence of the mass media of the 20th century, the present case study 
suggests that the beginnings of celebrity culture can be traced back much earlier. 
Casanova’s preoccupation with fame, famous people and the apparent prevalence of 
people with all the characteristics of celebrity in the historical context in which he 
lived suggest that celebrity flourished in 18th-century Europe. 
 
Plotting the origins of celebrity within the ideological discourses and social and 
cultural changes which gained traction in the 18th century is more productive than 
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tying the emergence of celebrity to technological advancements. The modern ideas 
of individual achievement and the erosion of class barriers evident in Casanova’s 
time paved the way for the emergence of celebrities more than the advent of 
technology such as the printing press, for example. Braudy’s work charting the 
nature of fame by reference to the concept of what an individual is in Western 
civilisation provides a useful history of how the idea of individualism developed over 
centuries. What Braudy and other fame historians do not do adequately is distinguish 
between fame and celebrity and so link this history to the emergence of that 
particular way of being well known. This is the challenge for celebrity studies. 
 
The emergence of good society as the primary creators and consumers of culture 
marked the emergence of the public in the modern sense. This was the result of 
industrialisation which brought about mass mobility and education. This coupled with 
the emergence of new types of public space described in the next chapter resulted in 
the emergence of the modern public sphere. 
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Second Chapter: Casanova and 18th-Century Spaces 
 
Ce n’est qu’aux cafés, et aux tables d’hôte, qu’on converse avec des 
inconnus.34 (Casanova HDMV 1: 3) 
 
Introduction 
Throughout his life, Casanova travelled across much of Europe, and within its cities, 
he returned to certain spaces over and over again. An understanding of the nature of 
public space in the 18th century is necessary in order to appreciate when he was out 
in public, what constituted public space and what counted as a public event. The 
nature of public space in the 18th century facilitated the emergence of the type of 
well-knownness as conceived by Casanova, the object of the previous chapter. He 
was able to use public space deliberately in order to cultivate his well-knownness in 
ways which would not have been possible in earlier periods. This chapter examines 
the nature of public space in the 18th century, Casanova’s travel patterns, his use of 
the key spaces of social exchange, the practice of using public places for visual 
display and his calculated use of trans-European networks, all with a view to 
cultivating his own well-knownness.  An analysis of how public spaces were used by 
Casanova and his contemporaries demonstrates the highly visual nature of 18th-
century society and his particular type of well-knownness as observed within that 
society. Public spaces in Casanova’s historical context were frequently used for 
more trivial purposes than is typically suggested by historians. Indeed, the present 
case study suggests a very different kind of public sphere than that conceived by 
Habermas, an influential theorist in this field. The result of emergence of these 
spaces as stages for public performances and good society as the viewing public, so 
to speak, was the modern public sphere. 
 
The nature of public space in the 18th century 
The cities of 18th-century Europe contained an abundance of usable and attractive 
public space such as public parks and promenades (Sennett 17). Further, by the 18th 
century, certain new spaces of social exchange were established such as the cafe 
and the salon. Also during this period, theatre and opera houses became accessible 
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 Extract from Casanova’s preface to his memoirs. 
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to a wider public through the open sale of tickets rather than the older practice 
whereby aristocratic patrons distributed places (ibid). These new types of public 
space broadened the scope of public life, increased the availability and variety of 
public space, facilitated greater sociability and expanded the opportunities for 
Casanova and others to be out in public. Importantly for the history of celebrity, they 
permitted them to seek a new type of well-knownness, outside the established route 
of achievement in an occupation. 
 
The dichotomy between private and public space arises because so much of 
Casanova’s activity was carried out in, or directed toward gaining access to, 
aristocratic domestic spaces. It is appropriate to include these within the definition of 
public space. Firstly, because Casanova clearly regarded occupation of such spaces 
as being out in public and so to exclude aristocratic domestic spaces from the 
discussion of his public performances would be to disregard a vast amount of 
significant material. Secondly, to do otherwise would present a misleading depiction 
of the nature of fame and sociability during his lifetime. Sennett writes that the line 
drawn between public and private in the 18th century was one on which the claims of 
civility (epitomised by cosmopolitan, public behaviour) were balanced against the 
claims of nature (epitomised by the family) (18). If we apply this distinction to the 
aristocratic domestic spaces at which social events took place, we can arrive at a 
useful working benchmark. These spaces, in which Casanova spent so much time, 
were exclusive and essentially private in that they were not open to all. In such 
spaces where a group of people was gathered there may have been a greater 
degree of intimacy than in an entirely open public space such as a park. However, 
the claims of civility certainly outweighed those of nature in these contexts. In other 
words, appearance, behaviour and discussion within such spaces conformed to a 
strict set of norms, ascription to which was a condition of entry. In this way, such 
contexts (salons, dinners hosted by the nobility etc.) are properly regarded as public 
spaces.  
 
Another reason why domestic spaces in which good society gathered should be 
regarded as public is the explosion of the press at this time. What occurred at such 
events, a bon mot uttered or conversation overheard, was spread predominantly by 
word of mouth in a process similar to that described by Sennett in relation to court 
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dominated society in the early 18th century (61). However, they were increasingly 
reported on in newspapers which printed anecdotes overheard at soupers or sent in 
by anonymous letter, described festivities hosted by the nobility35 and gave accounts 
of balls held in aristocratic residences.36 In this way, people’s performances in such 
places were shared with a group beyond the guests at the event. For this reason, it 
is important that they are read as public spaces albeit public spaces to which 
physical access was somewhat restricted. 
 
Just as it is important to recognise the complexity of the public/private divide in his 
historical context, Casanova’s writings suggest that sociability in the 18th century was 
more nuanced than Habermas’s utopic bourgeois public sphere. This is, firstly, 
because class distinctions were more significant than implied by Habermas’s theory 
that a bourgeois public sphere arose in the 18th century (Habermas 23). In the 18th-
century salon, the urban aristocracy mixed with well-known writers and artists, often 
of bourgeois origin (31). Habermas writes that one of the institutional criteria 
common to both the cafe and the salon was that the status of those present was 
disregarded (36). A review of Casanova’s writings suggests that this oversimplifies 
the dynamics at play in these spaces. He repeatedly describes the difference in rank 
between new invitees to a salon (who were not expected to speak) and more 
established guests (who contributed to and controlled the conversation), between 
members of the aristocracy (who were treated with increased deference) and guests 
of lower social classes. It is true that different classes mixed in such spaces but 
overly simplistic to suggest that distinctions of rank were ignored. Similarly, 
Casanova’s depiction of the cafe does not accord with the common presentation of 
this space as one in which class was ignored. Sennett describes cafes as the prime 
information centres in which distinctions of rank were suspended (81). Casanova’s 
memoirs do confirm that members of the aristocracy often mixed with the 
bourgeoisie in such places. However, they also suggest that interaction within such 
spaces was still hierarchical. 
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 For example by the duc de Mirepoix in 1757 (April 1757 First Volume Mercure de France janvier-
juin 1757 189). 
36
 See for example "Gazette de Cologne janvier 1757". 
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The second way in which the present case study problematises Habermas’s 
formulation of the bourgeois public sphere is by demonstrating that Habermas’s 
account of the uses of such places of social exchange is idealised. Such places were 
not exclusively or even predominantly used for the debating of innovative political or 
literary ideas. Emery notes that the cafe in Histoire de ma vie was a site of distinctly 
unrefined experiences and low brow exchanges, far from the cleansed discursive 
environment Habermas and Stallybrass and White describe (172). He writes that is 
precisely because access was open that the cafe was a place of gossip, aggression, 
prostitution, gambling and a place where conmen preyed upon dupes (ibid). 
Casanova depicts the cafe as a meeting place and a centre for gossip. He does not 
write of intellectual discussions he held there, though this does not mean such 
discussions were not occurring in cafes at the time.37 I consider in the following 
section how these new public spaces were used for the purpose of visibility for 
visibility’s sake and exploited by Casanova to increase his well-knownness. 
 
For many, the objective of socialising in spaces occupied by the nobility was to 
attract aristocratic patronage. Such patronage was very important for those without 
the financial means to support themselves and also who required the assistance of 
powerful nobles to achieve success in their careers. Casanova must of course have 
also been aware of and motivated by this very practical consideration. The next 
chapter discusses his career and his significant relationships with nobles. However, 
the public behaviour discussed in this chapter cannot adequately be explained by a 
pursuit of aristocratic patronage. Firstly, as was discussed in the previous chapter, 
Casanova's public was a more homogenous group, comprising not only the 
European nobility. Thus his behaviour in the public spaces discussed in this chapter 
was directed at impressing a broader group. Further, his behaviour was not always 
as respectable as one would expect of a person trying to impress people of 
significant social standing. His courting of scandal and controversy, often in ways 
which were directly in conflict with his material interests, suggest that obtaining 
aristocratic patronage was not his primary objective. Indeed, he sometimes entered 
                                                          
37
 In his report dated 9 February 1765 about Zorzi Baffo, the writer of licentious poems and friend of 
Casanova, a spy for the Venetian Inquisitors called Manuzzi identified to the Inquisitors the cafes in 
which he had seen Baffo and noted that he always had “les propos les plus infâmes à la bouche”, 
translation from Italian (Comisso and Leluc 91).  This suggests that, for Baffo, in Venice, the cafe was 
a place in which he previewed his poetry and discussed controversial ideas.  
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into conflict with nobles. Further, as will be discussed in the next chapter, he did not 
exploit all of the opportunities for aristocratic patronage which were available to him 
as a result of his charlatanry. These behaviours and how his public reacted to them 
will be developed below and in the subsequent chapters. For present purposes, I 
simply wish to note that, when all the evidence is considered, Casanova's behaviour 
in spaces shared with the aristocracy was not only about the pursuit of aristocratic 
patronage. Indeed, the changing nature of society which became increasingly 
democratised and less focussed upon the court eroded the role of the aristocratic 
patron. As Van Krieken writes of Joshua Reynolds, he realised that having the favour 
of the court was not all there was to success in 18th-century London – the city was 
also important (37,38). There is a trend in celebrity studies to present celebrities as 
the new aristocracy, the replacement for court power and the aristocracy of earlier 
historical periods.38 Some commentators believe that the decline of court society was 
one of the factors leading to the rise of celebrity. The present case study does provide 
evidence of such a shift. 
 
New types of public space permitted new types of well-knownness 
These new types of public space facilitated the emergence of new ways of becoming 
well known. They permitted a more democratic sociability and also permitted a 
person with no career or skills to shine by looking splendid or having an entertaining 
personality. Casanova used these spaces to cultivate his own well-knownness. 
Coupled with codes of dress, members of good society used occupation of these 
spaces to mutually affirm their status. Significantly for the chronology of well-
knownness, these new public spaces were often used by Casanova and his 
contemporaries for purely visual display as opposed to verbal social exchange.  
 
Commencing with the theatre, in the 18th century, it was not a place where one went 
to see a performance but where one went to be seen by and to see other people. 
Casanova regularly attended the theatre but rarely describes the performance in his 
memoirs. Instead, he writes in detail about what he wore, if he did not attend alone 
then also what his female companion looked like, who was in the audience and the 
conversations he had. This implies that the theatre was primarily a place of social 
exchange as opposed to a site of artistic appreciation. Casanova writes of meeting 
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all kinds of people at the theatre – aristocrats, artists, adventurers, courtesans and 
performers. He writes mainly of encounters with two types of people at the theatre: 
members of good society in the audience and his friends among the performers. 
Roth notes that, over time, there was an increasing chance that Casanova would 
recognise old acquaintances on the stage when he entered a theatre (102). Though, 
as already explained, Casanova distanced himself from his actress mother and so 
his humble birth, he had many friends who were actors, dancers and musicians. This 
was not inconsistent with his assumed role as a noble because members of the 
nobility regularly socialised with the performers during or after the spectacle. 
 
Indeed, theatre performers occupied a unique place in society in the 18th century 
because they socialised with the aristocracy. Performers often had romantic 
relationships with aristocrats. As Mole observes of the British stage in the second 
half of the 18th century, while actors gained some social cachet by being noticed by 
noblemen, the nobility now also gained a kind of cultural cachet by being noticed by 
actors (Romanticism 13). Casanova describes it thus: “Un grand seigneur est 
enchanté que le public le nomme lorsque la fille se montre [on the stage]” (Casanova 
HDMV 1: 617). Casanova describes socialising between members of the nobility and 
performers after the formal part of the performance as an important part of the 
theatre-going experience. Through this practice, performers would have hoped to 
win the patronage of the nobles and the nobles to interact in a way which may not 
have been acceptable with members of their own class.  Casanova met royalty and 
other members of the nobility who might be useful to him at suppers hosted by 
dancers, singers and actresses. The theatrical Balletti family were significant in 
Casanova’s life. He was a frequent guest in the family home during his first stay in 
Paris commencing in 1750. Two police reports dating from this time asserted that he 
was the kept lover of matriarch and famous actress, Silvia Balletti (Casanova  
Pléiade 1273). He mentions her frequently in his memoirs, though not suggesting 
any romantic relationship, referring to her as “l’idole de toute la France” (Casanova 
HDMV 1: 560). It is in the Balletti home that Casanova first met Crébillon the elder, 
the famous writer who became his French tutor. When he was back in Venice in 
1780, Casanova mentioned Silvia in his French language periodical, Le Messager de 
Thalie: “L’illustre Silvia me disait que, pour n’avoir jamais besoin du souffleur, il lui 
suffisait de le voir” (58). Thus Casanova, many years on, informed his readers that 
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he knew her. By highlighting his personal connection with her in this way, Casanova 
sought to confirm his own celebrity status. Casanova did not pursue a career on the 
stage himself but he often found his connections with theatrical celebrities useful, 
although not as a family connection because this was inconsistent with his assumed 
noble identity. 
 
With regard to historicising celebrity, perhaps the most important point to make about 
the use of these newly available public spaces is that Casanova and his 
contemporaries used them for the purpose of visual display; that is to say, visibility 
for visibility’s sake. This suggests that appearance and visibility were critical to public 
recognition, or at least a certain type of it. Historians and theorists often write about 
the exchange of ideas facilitated by new public space and places of social 
exchange.39 However, the present case study suggests that significant emphasis 
was placed solely on appearance and that being seen, as opposed to socialising or 
exchanging ideas, was often the primary objective of appearing in public. 
Casanova’s birthplace provides an excellent example of this practice. Though 
dwindling in economic and political power, Venice was still a thriving city during his 
lifetime. Known throughout Europe for its carnival, associated with gaiety and 
pleasure, it was a city with numerous public spaces where revellers could see and 
be seen. The Piazza San Marco was one of the centres of Venetian political and 
social life in the 18th century. The two most well-known cafes, Florian and Lavena, 
were located there (and still are), as is the Doge’s palace.  Casanova describes the 
piazza as a place where “tout le monde du bon ton devait se promener” (Casanova 
HDMV 1: 936).  According to Casanova, men and women who had spent the 
evening in casini, in auberges or gardens, dining and gambling, went strolling in 
l’Erberia (in Rialto) in the morning. He writes: 
Ceux qui y vont seuls cherchent à faire des découvertes ou à faire naître des 
jalousies; et les femmes y vont plus pour se faire voir que pour voir. Elles sont 
bien aises que tout le monde apprenne qu’elles ne se gênent pas...Il 
semble...que les femmes veuillent se montrer dans cet endroit-là sous les 
enseignes du désordre, et qu’elles veuillent que ceux qui les voient y 
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raisonnent dessus...Tout le monde à cette promenade doit avoir l’air rendu, et 
montrer le besoin d’aller se mettre au lit. (856) 
So Casanova describes l’Erberia as a place where particular people (les hommes et 
les femmes galantes) went at a particular time of day (the early morning) expressly 
for the purpose of being seen by others and signalling that they had been out all 
night. Indeed, Casanova writes that this was the real reason the youth of Venice 
went to this place, that it was a mere pretext that they went to observe the 200 or 
300 boats which arrived before sunrise loaded with fresh produce. He describes the 
Piazza san Marco and l’Erberia as places where people went to be seen. 
 
In the same way, Casanova’s response to circulation of stories about him was 
usually conspicuous visual display. For example, of learning of a rumour that he was 
ordered to leave Padua, he writes: 
Au lieu d’aller me coucher j’ai fait une grande toilette pour aller à l’Opéra sans 
masque. Je leur dis que je devais aller démentir tout ce que des mauvaises 
langues avaient débité sur mon compte...M. de Bragadin dit que je ferais très 
bien d’aller à l’Opéra sans masque...A mon apparition dans le parterre j’ai vu 
tout le monde étonné, et vrai ou faux, tous ceux qui me parlèrent me firent 
des compliments. (698) 
Casanova often displayed himself in public spaces to put to rest rumours circulating 
about him and sometimes to start them off. For example, in 1744, he returned to 
Venice after quitting his brief time as a priest. Of this time, he writes: “je me suis 
acheminé vers la place Saint-Marc très curieux de voir et de me laisser voir de tous 
ceux qui me connaissent, et qui devaient s’étonner de ne me voir plus abbé” (267). 
This passage demonstrates that he knew if he went to the Piazza San Marco good 
society, in other words the public, would see and then talk about him. After he had 
been arrested during his second stay in Paris, his patron, the Marquise d’Urfé paid 
his debts and secured his release. She then advised him to show himself in Paris’s 
key public spaces where he would be seen by good society. He writes: 
Elle me conseilla d’aller d’abord me promener aux Tuileries et au Palais-
Royal pour convaincre le public que le bruit de ma détention était faux. J’ai 
suivi ce conseil...Après m’être bien montré aux deux grande promenades, où 
j’ai vu, faisant semblant de ne pas y faire attention, tous ceux qui me 
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connaissaient étonnés de me voir... Après m’être montré aux foyers des deux 
théâtres. (Casanova HDMV 2: 212) 
He intended that people would see him and then tell others what they had seen. He 
thereby announced to his public that he was not in prison, was not in debt and that 
all was well.  Thus, one way of controlling stories circulating about him was visibility 
in key public spaces. 
 
What these examples suggest is that there were certain places in the cities of 
Europe known to and used by members of good society in order to be seen. This is 
interesting in itself as the 18th century is often presented in celebrity studies as an 
historical context in which relatively little emphasis was placed on the visual 
compared with today’s society. Further, this undermines the idealised presentation of 
18th-century public life and in fact suggests that celebrity was prevalent; these 
spaces were used for the empty purpose of visibility for visibility’s sake as opposed 
to fruitful social interaction. It also suggests that there existed a semiotics of 
appearance through which members of good society communicated with each other. 
As Thomas notes, being dressed fashionably was a sign that one belonged to the 
court at Versailles (Casanova: voyage libertin 258). The fashionability and luxury of 
one’s clothes indicated whether or not one was a member of good society. Clothing 
conventions also indicated occupation in some instances (for example in the case of 
priests, soldiers). Further, being seen in certain places at certain times confirmed 
that one was aware of such fashions and so was a member of good society. Thus 
one’s appearance and visibility conveyed symbolic meaning. 
 
In addition to what one looked like, where one was another way members of good 
society recognised each other. Knowing where good society congregated at different 
times of the day and in different cities throughout the year and being seen in such 
places, confirmed that one was a member of this group. The European capitals of 
the 18th century, Paris in particular, were renowned for rapid changes in fashion. 
Clothes, expressions, pastimes and places went in and out of fashion.  For example, 
Casanova writes that he went for a walk on La Montagnola when in Bologna in 1744, 
a little hill which was very fashionable at the time as recorded in the poem by Jacopo 
Taruffi, La Montagnola di Bologna. Casanova’s awareness of fashionable places 
allowed him to participate in a process of mutual confirmation of status. When he 
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was in London, he frequented St James’s Park, Ranleigh House, Vauxhall and 
Green Park. He writes about meeting people there as much as people strolling in 
those places to be seen by others. Casanova described the Piazza di Spagna in 
Rome as a cosmopolitan space and the first port of call for a foreigner visiting the 
city (Casanova HDMV 1: 179). When writing of Paris, the Palais Royal, the Tuileries, 
the Bois de Boulogne, la Comédie Française and l’Opéra are the places mentioned 
by him most frequently. These were places where good society congregated. For 
those who, like Casanova, wanted to be talked about, these places were where they 
had to be seen in order to be visible to the public. 
 
Another key space which I have not yet discussed is the auberge or hotel. Unlike the 
salon and the cafe, the hotel has not received much critical attention. Throughout his 
memoirs, it is difficult to identify a handful of examples of Casanova describing his 
arrival in a city without mentioning the hotel he stayed in by name or, at the very 
least, saying that he stayed in the best one. As a great traveller, it is not surprising 
that Casanova should frequent hotels. However, for the purposes of this study, it is 
important to note how he used the hotel to shape the public’s perception of him. 
Always staying in the best hotel was consistent with the aristocratic persona he 
assumed in public. Further, his decision to stay at the best hotel and also to record 
this fact in his memoirs reinforces the observation noted in the first chapter that 
Casanova equated most well-known with best. 
 
As highlighted by the epigraph of this chapter, the hotel was one of the few places 
where strangers interacted. The fact that Casanova regarded his hotel as a place to 
meet people is demonstrated by his trip to Bologna in 1744, of which he writes: “A 
Bologne, je me suis logé dans une auberge où n’allait personne pour n’être pas 
observé” (260). He had arrived in an ecclesiastical habit and then summoned a tailor 
to make him a magnificent military uniform: 
Je lui fais entendre comment et de quelles couleurs l’uniforme que je voulais 
devais être composé, il me prend la mesure, il me donne des échantillons de 
draps que je choisis, et pas plus tard que le lendemain il me porte tout ce qui 
m’était nécessaire pour me représenter un disciple de Mars. J’ai acheté une 
longe épée, et avec ma belle canne à la main, un chapeau bien troussé à 
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cocarde noire, mes cheveux coupés en faces, et une longue queue postiche, 
je suis sorti pour en imposer ainsi à toute la ville. (260, 61)  
Once dressed pour en imposer, the first thing Casanova did was to move from the 
hotel where nobody went to the best known one in town: “Je suis d’abord allé me 
loger au Pèlerin”40 (261). It is also interesting to note that the next place he went was 
to the busiest cafe in the city (ibid). The following day, he went for a walk on the hill 
on which it was fashionable to stroll (262). This passage thus provides an example in 
microcosm of Casanova’s practice of ensuring he was magnificently dressed, 
checking into the best hotel in the city and then displaying himself in the places 
frequented by good society. He was very conscious of the importance of visual 
impact and visibility in public as a way of increasing his well-knownness. 
 
Travel patterns and well-knownness 
To that end, Casanova’s travel patterns were often in furtherance of his pursuit of 
well-knownness. He was an epic traveller. He travelled from Venice to the major 
cities of Paris, London, Vienna, Rome, Naples, Berlin, Augsburg, Amsterdam, Riga 
and St Petersburg. He usually only stopped in medium sized cities out of necessity 
or in order to visit friends. In 1750, London was the biggest and Paris the second 
biggest city in the Western world (Sennett 48). Apart from Dux, Casanova’s longest 
periods in one place were in Venice and Paris (where he lived from 1757 to 1759 
and spent a further two years approximately in shorter trips) and he also spent 
approximately a year in London (from June 1763 to March 1764). His shorter 
sojourns in secondary places like Berlin, Dresden and Prague were innumerable. 
 
In her excellent study, Roth construes virtually incessant travel across Europe as a 
definitive characteristic of the 18th-century adventurer (9, 24, 81, 283). Roth’s review 
of the movements of this group shows a gravitation toward capital cities and 
seasonal movements to towns such as Spa, Augsburg and Aix-la-Chapelle (87). She 
observes that adventurers could prosper only in a large city (91). In tracking the 
travels of the objects of her study, Roth finds that their stays of the longest duration 
were in Paris, London or Naples (92). I agree that Casanova was an adventurer and 
note that his travel patterns can be explained in terms of Roth’s research. Gérard 
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Lahouti suggests in his preface to the most recent edition of Casanova’s memoirs 
that Casanova’s movements were due to his curiosity, his taste for change, his 
scams and his search for a paid position (Casanova Pléiade XII). While these factors 
were clearly relevant, I believe that Casanova was first and foremost a fame-seeker 
and we should not overlook the fact that his movements were also motivated by this 
objective. There were adventurers who did not seek to draw attention to themselves 
in public to the same extent and in the same ways Casanova did. Further, as will 
become clear in the following chapter, he did carry out certain legitimate occupations 
in public in ways which not all adventurers did. In this way, he was more than an 
adventurer; he was a fame-seeker. 
 
For this reason, reasonable parallels can be drawn between the travel patterns of 
Casanova and good society and contemporary celebrities. London and Paris were 
obvious destinations for a fame-seeker like Casanova. These cities had large 
populations, were cultural centres and were also visited by the largest numbers of 
people and so presented the greatest opportunities for increasing well-knownness. 
One could achieve the highest level of visibility in those capitals. Pietro Chiari’s 
satirical portrait of Casanova is telling. An extract is below: 
...he talked of nothing but London, and Paris; as if those two capitals 
comprehended the whole world. In fact, he had resided from time to time in 
each of these places...London and Paris were always brought into his 
conversation: London and Paris were the models of his life, his dress, his 
studies; in a word – of his follies.41 (126) 
This malicious caricature is consistent with what we can deduce of Casanova’s 
conversation from his autobiographical writings and correspondence.42 That 
Casanova spent extended periods in and then later wrote and spoke very often 
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 Translation from Italian.  
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 It is clear that Casanova was highly influenced by French culture in particular. Carlo Gozzi once 
wrote: “aujourd’hui j’ai vu une petite brochure publiée en français par Casanova en faveur de la 
troupe gallicane. Il y accuse les Vénitiens d’être des gens ignorants, sans goût et sans argent”, 
translation from Italian (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes.vols 1 - 2. 25). 
The brochure was Casanova’s Messager de Thalie and Gozzi’s comment probably refers to the 
following passage: 
“De l’autre côté, la façon de penser des Français, leur courage, leur sang-froid est quelque chose de 
surprenant. On va chez eux, et on y trouve la gaité et tous les dehors aisés du contentement: point 
d’air morne, ni le moindre mot de plainte, et le propos ne tombe jamais sur la mince recette de la 
comédie: on y trouve le bon ton, la politesse, la propreté, et tous ces charmants petits riens qui font 
les délices de la société, et que ne nous trouvons ici que chez la noblesse et dans les maisons qui 
veulent bien s’étudier.” (53) 
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about both London and Paris demonstrates the significance of these cities to him. 
Indeed, his departure from those capitals was out of necessity, not by choice.  
 
A recent empirical study demonstrates that Los Angeles, New York and London 
exert a similar gravitational pull on celebrities today. Elizabeth Currid-Halkett 
identified several principles about the making of contemporary celebrities in her 
study of Getty Images photographs of celebrities. The first principle she identified 
was that celebrities need to be visible in key cities; 80% of more than 600,000 
images were taken in London, Los Angeles and New York. Within these cities, 
photographs were taken in a few neighbourhoods only; in Los Angeles all 
photographs were taken in a narrow corridor along Sunset and Hollywood 
Boulevards. Outside these three hubs, specialised niches of celebrity activity during 
certain times of year resulted in photographs in other places such as film festivals in 
Sundance and Cannes. The study also found that particular places drove particular 
types of celebrity; talent-driven celebrities were associated with certain places while 
media-driven celebrities went to others. Celebrities who generated box office 
receipts were more likely to be seen in far-flung places such as Tokyo while media-
driven celebrities tended to flit between Los Angeles and New York. The other 
important phenomenon Currid-Halkett identified from her analysis was celebrity 
networks; she found the same 20 people (including Will Smith, Johnny Depp, 
Leonardo DiCaprio, Tom Cruise and Angelina Jolie) tended to spend time with each 
other at events such as the Vanity Fair Oscars party. She found that statistically 
celebrity networks are more connected than other social networks, exhibiting just 
3.26 degrees of separation as opposed to the often cited 6 degrees of separation for 
most people in the world. For Boorstin, this would be evidence of the way celebrities 
help to make and publicise each other (65). He says they become widely known for 
relations among themselves; “By a kind of symbiosis, celebrities live off one another” 
(65). This account of celebrity, small networks of celebrities gravitating toward major 
capitals and, within those capitals, to each other, is foreshadowed by the movements 
and interactions of Casanova and good society. Those seeking fame and fortune in 
the 17th century might have gravitated toward the courts, whereas in the 18th century, 
they gravitated toward the great capital cities.  Members of good society had 
extensive leisure time and, apart from spending much time in London and Paris, they 
shared seasonal travel patterns to spa cities. Further, within those cities, they went 
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to the same places, like celebrities clustering in particular neighbourhoods in Los 
Angeles. A passage from a satirical essay he wrote in the form of a lesson on how to 
appear to have esprit reads: “On va à l’Opéra, on se fait membre de sa société, on 
fréquente les cafés, on écoute attentivement tous ceux qui font cercle et on note les 
mots dont ils se servent pour faire rire” (Casanova di Seingalt Messager de Thalie 
73). Though his account is satirical, this example demonstrates the perceived 
importance of appearing in these spaces for those hoping to become well known. 
Given Casanova’s preoccupation with fame and famous people, we can conclude 
that his use of such spaces was quite deliberate.  
 
Networks  
Similarly, Casanova used networks in a calculated way in order to enhance his well-
knownness. As explained above, there were open public spaces to which everyone 
had more or less free access such as parks. However, in order to gain access to 
exclusive aristocratic spaces which were the sites of so many of Casanova’s public 
performances, he used trans-European networks. He was not an aristocrat but 
gained access to aristocratic circles in many different cities and also to court society. 
In some instances, Casanova’s relationships with nobles resulted from a fortuitous 
meeting (such as in the case of Bragadin), a shared practice of libertinism (such as 
in the case of de Bernis) or Casanova’s simulated occult knowledge in which many 
members of the aristocracy readily believed (as I will demonstrate in the next 
chapter).  In combination with these relationship dynamics, Casanova relied on 
networks which he could tap into in whichever new city he found himself. 
 
Usually, his initial introduction to an aristocratic domestic space was by way of a 
letter of recommendation. Roth writes that for Casanova to seduce women “du grand 
monde”, he must have already been introduced to them (173). This observation 
applies more generally to socialising with the aristocracy. Social convention dictated 
that Casanova could not simply present himself to members of the nobility. A 
recommendation by someone already within the relevant person’s circle of 
acquaintance was necessary for a new person to be admitted. Describing his arrival 
in Rome in 1743, Casanova lists “des bonnes lettres de recommandation” among the 
assets at his disposal which included material items such as clothes, money and 
jewels, as well as freedom and youth (Casanova HDMV 1: 179). Throughout his life, 
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Casanova presented letters of recommendation to important and well-known people 
with a view to increasing his well-knownness, usually through public performance in 
their homes. 
 
Ordinarily, Casanova could not gain admittance to aristocratic domestic spaces or 
public spaces reserved for the nobility (such as balls for the nobility hosted in public 
buildings) without a letter of recommendation. More importantly, a letter of 
recommendation was needed to ensure that he was well received. For example, 
Casanova attended a ball for the nobility in Vicenza to which he was invited with a 
travelling companion whom he calls P.C., possibly for Pietro Antonio Capretta (note 
2 on page 657), but was ignored. He writes: 
Tout le monde parlait à [Capretta’s sister and Capretta] qui ne disait rien qui 
vaille, et quand je disais un mot on me m’écoutait pas. Je prends une dame 
pour danser un menuet, elle le danse, mais regardant à droite et à gauche. 
On fait une contredanse, et je me vois exclu, et la même dame qui m’avait 
refusé danser avec un autre...On me négligeait peut-être parce que je n’étais 
pas nommé dans [the letters of recommendation in respect of Capretta] avait 
présentées [to the aristocratic houses of Vicenza the day before]... (701). 
This example demonstrates that lack of a letter of recommendation may not have 
resulted in literal exclusion from a particular space but figurative exclusion from the 
assembled company. For Casanova, this would have been equally unproductive. 
 
Casanova’s description of the importance of letters of recommendation is consistent 
with other sources. An example of the letter of recommendation in operation can be 
found in the correspondence of the cardinal de Bernis and Voltaire in the second half 
of the 1760s. Voltaire wrote to the cardinal de Bernis on 27 September 1776 a letter 
recommending a young Huguenot called Labat to him (Bernis and Voltaire 274). 
From Cardinal de Bernis’ response on 26 February 1777, we can infer that when 
Labat presented this letter to him, de Bernis immediately welcomed him into his 
home and agreed to do whatever he could for him (275). De Bernis wrote to Voltaire, 
“Je ferai toujours honneur à vos recommandations” (ibid). This exchange 
demonstrates just how important a letter of recommendation could be in gaining 
access the nobility in particular.  
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While letters of recommendation were effectively a system of bilateral exchanges 
within private relationships, Casanova used the more informal and secretive network 
of freemasonry in a similar way. By becoming a freemason, Casanova was able to 
exploit an extremely important network which reached across Europe and whose 
membership was open to non-aristocrats. According to him, he became an 
apprentice freemason just before his first trip to Paris in 1750, achieved “le second 
grade” and then “la maîtrise”. He writes that he was awarded with further titles than 
this but that none of these added to the dignity of “maître”. In his report to the 
Inquisitors dated 12 July 1755, the spy Manuzzi wrote of Casanova: 
...il me fit voir une peau blanche qui était dans cette valise, ayant la forme 
d’une petite écharpe avec laquelle on pouvait se ceindre la poitrine. Je lui ai 
demandé à quoi elle lui servait; il m’a répondu qu’on s’en servait quand on 
allait en certain endroit où l’on revêtait aussi des armes et un habit noir. 
Comme je cherchais où étaient ces armes et cet habit, il me dit qu’on les 
laissait dans la Loge, car il serait trop dangereux de les garder chez soi. Je 
me souvins alors que ce même Casanova m’avait, ces jours derniers, parlé 
de la Secte des Maçons, me vantant les honneurs et les avantages que l’on 
retire à être du nombre des confrères. Il me dit que N.H. Ser Marco Donado 
avait désiré être admis dans ladite secte, mais que la manière dont les 
membres sont introduits la première fois dans la Loge lui semblant trop 
dangereuse, il n’a pas voulu s’y hasarder: car Casanova m’a dit qu’on doit se 
laisser conduire les yeux bandés.43 (Comisso and Leluc 56) 
For Casanova and most likely for many others, freemasonry functioned as a club to 
which men of different classes and from different countries belonged.44  
 
Freemasonry provided access to a social network when he was a stranger to a new 
city. As membership comprised both the aristocracy and the lower classes, it was 
also a status equaliser. Roth says that the hierarchy of Masonic orders co-existed 
with and sometimes contradicted the pyramid of social classes (130). Beaurepaire 
contends that the spread of freemasonry in spite of war was due to the plasticity of 
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 There was also a related order to which women, such as the Marquise d’Urfé, could belong 
(Casanova HDMV 2: 488).  In the case of the Marquise, Casanova’s status as a freemason was a 
shared frame of reference which he was then able to build upon as discussed in the chapters to 
follow. 
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Masonic sociability (L'Europe des francs-maçons 43). This plasticity is precisely what 
made freemasonry a useful networking tool for Casanova – it allowed him to meet 
groups of people from which he would otherwise be excluded without some formal 
introduction. In his memoirs, he writes of using Masonic greetings at social events 
and having discussions “entre maçons” (Casanova HDMV 1: 825). Freemasonry 
provided a common frame of reference which was interclass and also pan-European. 
For Casanova, a foreigner in so many contexts, this made him recognisable and 
allowed him to sidestep some of the formalities otherwise necessary to gain 
introduction to the aristocracy and important public figures of the time. 
 
While it appears from his chosen reading material that Casanova did have an 
interest in the occult, in particular alchemy, I contend that he regarded freemasonry 
primarily as a networking tool to be used to cultivate his well-knownness. Indeed, he 
writes: 
Tout jeune homme qui voyage, qui veut connaître le grand monde, qui ne 
veut pas se trouver inférieur à un autre et exclu de la compagnie, doit se faire 
initier dans ce qu’on appelle la maçonnerie, quand ce ne serait pour savoir au 
moins superficiellement ce que c’est.   (553) 
Unlike Count Cagliostro, the alias of the Italian charlatan and occultist Giuseppe 
Balsamo, who progressed to a high level as a freemason (Beaurepaire L'Europe des 
francs-maçons 187), Casanova exploited his status as a freemason primarily as a 
networking tool, he did not seek to rise to top of the Masonic hierarchy. 
Demonstrating how he used his status as a freemason to meet important people, he 
writes of when he was in Amsterdam in 1759, having been sent there on a mission 
for the French government: 
MDO m’invita à souper avec lui à la loge des bourgmestres. C’était une faveur 
distinguée, car, contre toutes les règles ordinaires de la maçonnerie, on n’y 
admettait que les vingt-quatre membres qui le composaient. C’étaient les plus 
riches millionnaires de la Bourse ....On fut si content de ma personne qu’on 
me déclara surnuméraire pour tout le temps que je resterais à Amsterdam. 
MDO me dit le lendemain que j’avais soupé avec une compagnie qui aurait pu 
disposer de trois cents millions. (Casanova HDMV 1: 238) 
It is because they were all freemasons that Casanova met the wealthiest financiers 
in Amsterdam. Thus, through the network of freemasonry, Casanova was able to 
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meet famous and important people with whom he would not otherwise have been 
able to socialise.    
 
Conclusions 
New types of public space which emerged in the 18th century permitted a new type of 
well-knownness. These allowed people to sidestep the traditional pathways to fame 
through nobility, public service, the military and the arts. In much the same way that 
self-publishing platforms have given rise to new pathways to fame today, these new 
public spaces allowed a greater number of people to seek public recognition and, 
importantly, for more trivial reasons than intellectual achievement or great deeds. 
The salon in particular provided the perfect stage for Casanova. It was a space 
where he could perform without the benefit of any training or talent in an art form. 
These stages favourable to the production of celebrity emerged during the 18th 
century; they were spaces in which good society gathered to observe and talk about 
other people. Indeed in open in public spaces such as parks, piazzas and 
promenades, appearance and visibility were the primary foci. These spaces 
permitted the emergence of celebrity, a category of well-knownness associated with 
appearance, high visibility and not causally linked to meritorious achievement.  
Similarly, in more democratically accessible aristocratic domestic spaces, those 
present focussed just as much on such matters as intellectual exchange. 
 
Rojek suggests that the advent of mass communications caused the construction of 
celebrity to be less about a career and more about visual impact and living on the 
edge of social mores (Fame Attack 8). However, I believe that the origins of this shift 
can be traced back earlier and are linked to the emergence of the modern public and 
to the emergence of a new type of public space. The examples considered in this 
chapter suggest that Casanova’s well-knownness was related to his deliberate 
practices of visual impact. Further, those displaying themselves at l’Erberia in the 
early morning publicly flaunted their debauched behaviour. In this way, they are 
similar to Rojek’s celebrities whose well-knownness can be attributed to 
frontierism.Casanova’s description of places where people went to be seen, coupled 
with his own fixation upon appearance, suggests that at least one type of well-
knownness in the 18th century was highly visual and connected with visibility. 
Celebrity theorists who rightly highlight the very particular nature of the production 
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and consumption of celebrity in the 21st century tend to leave the impression that the 
18th century was a relatively literary and verbal culture. In some ways it was but 
visuality, visibility, scandal and gossip were crucial to well-knownness during this 
time also. They present earlier historical contexts as more focussed on matters of 
substance, less fixated on trivialities of appearance. It is certainly true that audio-
visual images could not be recorded in the 18th century and also that visual images 
could not be recorded and disseminated instantaneously as they are today via 
newspapers, online publications and social networking sites. On the one hand we 
have amassed an abundance of audio-visual material of celebrities in the last 
decade and on the other hand relatively few extant visual records dating from the 
18th century, certainly not as many visual records as we have written ones. However, 
we should be wary of concluding too readily that a relatively low number of pictorial 
images implies that visibility and appearance was not central to well-knownness. 
Casanova’s account of 18th-century public life goes some way to correcting this 
imbalance. His writings suggest that 18th-century society and well-knownness within 
that society involved a highly visual element. Again, this is a characteristic shared 
with celebrity suggesting that the grounding of well-knownness in visibility may not 
be as recent as it is often thought to be. Usually presented as a time where well-
knownness was all about worthy deeds, the 18th century saw the emergence of a 
particular kind of well-knownness to which appearance and visibility were central. 
 
Casanova’s writings suggest that the salon and the cafe were not the highly 
intellectual and political fora they are often presented as by fame historians and 
theorists of the public sphere like Habermas. They were not totally democratised or 
classless, the visual appearance of attendees was very important and the nature of 
the discussions was not always erudite. In fact, these spaces were more hierarchical 
and multipurpose. Casanova suggests that such spaces were not exclusively the 
sites of intellectual debate or productive social interaction. Habermas and fame 
historians present an idealised view of 18th-century sociability as being based upon 
democratic debate of literature and politics whereas Casanova’s writings suggest 
that the use of public spaces was often more trivial. As Mole and Brock’s work in 
relation to the latter half of the 18th century shows, this period was one in which 
celebrities dominated culture and society. Brock describes a society “obsessed with 
celebrity” (2). The public discourses they describe in relation to theatrical and literary 
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celebrities of the period relate to the clothes they wore, their appearance and their 
private lives as opposed to the artistic merit of their work. In order to avoid an 
unbalanced presentation of the 18th century, it is necessary to look at what was really 
occurring in public spaces of the time. 
 
Casanova’s travel patterns were most likely motivated significantly by his pursuit of 
well-knownness. All evidence suggests that he actively sought well-knownness. This 
explains his gravitation to places where the greatest number of people would be and 
his following of the seasonal movements of good society whom he regarded as his 
public. Casanova’s visibility in key urban centres, with seasonal trips to resort towns 
and socialising within a particular social group is not dissimilar to the dynamics 
observed by Currid-Halkett in her analysis of photographs of contemporary 
celebrities. For Casanova, as for Currid-Halkett’s celebrities, his well-knownness was 
inextricably linked to visibility in major capital cities. The travel patterns of Casanova 
and contemporary members of good society were similar to those of present day 
celebrities. Members of good society, like celebrities, were a group who habitually 
lived in and travelled to the same cities seasonally and also congregated habitually 
within the same spaces within those cities. Shared patterns of visibility allowed 
members of good society to affirm their status, to see each other and also to spread 
the reputations of those they had seen by talking and writing about them. By 
considering how this behaviour of celebrities can be observed in members of good 
society in the 18th century, we can see the long history of well-knownness which is 
closely connected to visibility. 
 
Much of 18th-century sociability occurred in domestic spaces with an aristocratic host 
but accounts of those events were given by others outside them. As Crossley and 
Roberts observe, salons were an important social form for the emerging public 
sphere but equally important were improvements in printing technologies and the 
emergence of popular newsletters and journals (Habermas, Crossley, and Roberts 
4). Not only were social conditions sufficiently changed in the 18th century that 
Casanova was able to physically occupy spaces previously reserved for the 
aristocracy but also gazettes and daily newspapers increasingly reported about what 
happened in these spaces, thereby metaphorically opening them up further. The 
function of the print media and circulation of news by word of mouth will be explored 
 
 
98 
 
in detail in the fifth chapter. For present purposes, it is important to note that there 
was increased reporting about what occurred in the public spaces identified above. 
 
Casanova’s account of 18th-century public spaces is relevant both to the history of 
celebrity and also of sociability. The trends identified in this chapter point to the 
emergence of a recognisably modern public sphere during Casanova’s lifetime. 
Increased travel, the emergence of a pan-European public, the prominence of capital 
cities, an active press, the transnational circulation of newspapers and the patterns 
of visibility of well-known people meant that what it meant to be out in public was 
similar to today. In the next chapter I examined another crucial way in which 
Casanova’s well-knownness was similar to celebrity – he was not well known 
because of his occupation. 
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Third Chapter: Casanova’s Occupations 
 
Mon cher Casanova, je me suis toujours fort intéressé à votre sort, et j’ai 
toujours dit du bien de vous, car je vous aime et je vous connais du mérite et 
des talents distingués. Pourquoi avec tout cela n’avez-vous pas fait une petite 
fortune ou profité des bons moments?45  (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and 
Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 3 - 4. 87) 
 
Introduction 
The lack of an adequate claim to fame to adequately explain his or her impact on the 
public consciousness is perhaps the most often cited quality of the celebrity. It is 
precisely on this basis that celebrity is distinguished from the condition of being 
famous. As discussed in the Introduction, numerous commentators have suggested 
that well-knownness independent of a career is a recent and problematic issue. We 
should therefore consider Casanova’s occupations and the relationship between his 
career and his well-knownness. Clearly, during the 18th century as today many 
actors, writers, dancers, politicians and musicians were famous because of their 
accomplishments in their occupations. The notable exception was the nobility who 
did not work but who were nonetheless well known; their well-knownness was 
ascribed.  In this chapter, I examine Casanova’s occupations and consider whether 
he was famous as a result of any of them. As I will demonstrate, none of Casanova’s 
occupations adequately accounts for his well-knownness.  That his impact upon the 
public consciousness was largely unrelated to his occupation is another way in which 
his well-knownness was similar to celebrity. 
 
As shown in the first chapter, Casanova repeatedly expressed a desire to be famous 
but was unclear as to what he should be famous for. He was a person who wanted 
to be well known by the public rather than a person who wanted to achieve fame by 
excelling in a particular endeavour. While Casanovist scholars often write that 
Casanova excelled in numerous activities and was well known for his meritorious 
achievements, most often his literary accomplishments and intellectual prowess, 
available evidence does not bear this out. Casanovists like Sollers might now think 
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 Extract of letter from Baron Louis Bavois to Casanova dated 21 June 1772.   
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that Casanova was one of the 18th century’s greatest writers but his contemporaries 
were not of that view. Rather, an examination of contemporary material shows that 
his occupations were in the nature of a series of temporary assignments or swindles 
of varying degrees of success.  For ease of reference, all of these money making 
ventures and employments will be referred to here as occupations.  
 
A preliminary point is that Casanova did not have just one occupation but many. 
What is remarkable about Casanova’s “career”, if one can call it that, is its 
inconsistency. From 1737 to 1742, he attended the University of Padua where he 
studied law. He writes that he attained the title of doctor in utroque juro in 1741 
(Casanova HDMV 1: 51; Samaran 5). Some Casanovists doubt this (Casanova di 
Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 16).  The records of 
graduates for the years 1742 to 1744 are missing and therefore the claim is 
impossible to decisively discount (Casanova Pléiade LIX). Casanova also made a 
foray into a career as a priest. After giving the Christmas panegyric in 1740 
mentioned in the first chapter, his very brief ecclesiastical career ended when he 
delivered his next sermon drunk.46 It appears from documents he witnessed that he 
worked for a lawyer named Marco Leze in Venice from 1742 to 1746 (Casanova 
Pléiade LVIII - LXI; Casanova HDMV 1: note 5 on page 266). Following one of his 
arrests, he was sentenced by a judge to undertake military service in 1760 but 
escaped shortly afterward (Casanova HDMV 2: 284). Thus his attempts at some of 
the 18th century’s most common occupations were very short lived. He even 
embarked upon but did not complete a dictionary of cheese (Roth 91). This chapter 
will analyse Casanova’s most significant occupations in terms of financial gain as 
well as duration. Rather than presenting a chronology of Casanova’s many short 
lived ad hoc employments,47 here I consider some of his key occupations with a view 
to determining how these related to his well-knownness during his lifetime. 
 
A second point which must be made at the outset is that Casanova did not carry out 
all of these significant occupations in public. While it might be said that what 
Casanova did only privately is irrelevant to his well-knownness, this is incorrect. It is 
                                                          
46
 The Venetian spy Manuzzi wrote to the tribunal of the Inquisitors on 11 November 1754 “He 
became a priest but quit the clergy”, translation from Italian (Comisso, and Leluc 44). 
47
 I refer the reader to the excellent chronologies which appear in the first volumes of the Robert 
Laffont and Pléiade editions of the memoirs. 
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clear from what others wrote about him that he did not entirely succeed in keeping 
these occupations from the public. In fact, his secret occupations enhanced his 
notorious status in some contexts. Further, what Casanova chose to do in public and 
what he tried to hide give an insight into the public self he worked to create. We can 
also learn about this by analysing how his depiction of his occupations in his 
memoirs differs from historical reality. Apart from public versus private, Casanova’s 
occupations can also be distinguished in accordance with another dichotomy: 
legitimate occupations versus illegal or quasi-criminal activity. Gambling was illegal 
in many of the places to which Casanova travelled and cheating at cards to make 
money was, although commonplace, illegitimate at best and criminal at worst. 
Alchemy and occult practices were also prohibited in most countries throughout the 
18th century. Extorting money by fraud, which Casanova frequently did in his guise 
as a charlatan, was similarly illegal. This chapter will discuss first Casanova’s 
legitimate occupations and then his secret ones. The latter category comprises 
legitimate activities which Casanova kept secret because he chose to, legal activity 
which had to be carried out in private because of its very nature, for example spying, 
as well as illegitimate occupations. I wish to clarify the use of this potentially 
problematic shorthand term. Legitimate occupation here denotes employment or 
assignments which generated income, which were not illegal and which Casanova 
publicly acknowledged. This last point is important because, as will be seen, there 
were certain types of legal paid employment which Casanova kept secret. 
 
Casanova’s legitimate occupations  
There is a tendency among Casanovist scholars to depict Casanova as one of the 
foremost intellectuals of his age (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages 
casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2.; Samaran; Childs). For those working in the 19th century, 
this was perhaps to lend an air of sobriety to their study of his sometimes racy 
memoirs. For those working in the 20th and 21st centuries, this is perhaps in reaction 
to the trivialisation of Casanova’s life in fictional accounts such as Alexandre 
Volkoff’s 1927 film The Loves of Casanova, the 1970s television miniseries 
Casanova or Lasse Hallström’s popular but historically inaccurate 2005 film 
Casanova. Casanova often presented himself as a man of letters, the term most 
frequently used to describe intellectuals and writers of the day. He would no doubt 
have liked to be famous in this capacity, writing: “Totoa Europa scit me scire 
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scribere”48 and “mon histoire ... sera peut-être traduite dans toutes les langues”49. 
Nonetheless, in terms of financial gain and public recognition, I contend that 
Casanova was a failed man of letters. Were he well known for his intellectual 
accomplishments then this would place him within the category of people famous for 
their meritorious achievements, generally regarded as an older model of fame, 
predating modern celebrity. Also, were his writings well received, or at least widely 
published, then he could have been celebrified by the existing literary celebrity 
culture described by Arnold, Cole, Brock and others. However, I contend that 
Casanova had negligible cultural impact as man of letters during his lifetime. 
  
Certainly, he wrote on diverse topics such as religion, mathematics, philosophy, 
history and politics. During his lifetime, Casanova’s published works included 
collaborations on numerous pieces for the theatre, translations into Italian of 
Voltaire’s L’Écossaise, Confutazione della Storia del Governo Veneto d’Amelot de la 
Houssiae (1769), several poems, Lana caprina Epistola di un Licantropo (1772), 
Istoria delle Turbolenze della Polonia dalla morte di Elizabetta Petrowna fino alla 
pace fra la Russia e la Porta ottomane (1774),  a critique of a text celebrating 
Voltaire (1779), a monthly review called Opuscoli Miscellanei (1779 - 1780), the 
critical dramatic review Le Messager de Thalie (1780 – 1781), the roman a clef Né 
Amori, né Donne, ovvero la Stalla ripulita (1782), Lettre historico-critique sur un fait 
connu dépendant d’une cause peu connue (1784), Exposition raisonné du différent 
[sic] qui subsiste entre les deux républiques de Venise et d’Hollande (1784), 
Soliloque d’un penseur (1786), Histoire de ma fuite des prisons de la République de 
Venise qu’on appelle Les Plombs (1787), the utopic novel Icosameron ou Histoire 
d’Édouard et d’Elizabeth qui passèrent vingt ans chez les Mégamicres habitants 
aborigènes du Protocosme dans l’intérieur de notre globe (1788), Solution du 
problème déliaque démontrée par J. Casanova de Seingalt (1790), Corollaire à la 
duplication de l’hexaèdre donné à Dux en Bohême par J. Casanova de Seingalt 
(1790), Démonstration géométrique de la duplication du cube. Corollaire Second 
(1790) and A Léonard Snetlage, Docteur en droit de l’Université de Goettingue 
(1797) (Luna Casanova mémorialiste 519 - 22). Further, it is believed, because of a 
                                                          
48
 “All of Europe knows I know how to write” from an undated, unaddressed letter in letter found 
among Casanova’s papers (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 
4). 
49
 From a letter to Carlo Grimani from 8 April 1791 extracted at (Casanova Pléiade XV). 
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draft found among his papers at Dux, that Casanova helped edit Lorenzo da Ponte’s 
libretto for Mozart’s Don Giovanni (Casanova Pléiade LXXXVIII). Also, he was twice 
published in the influential Mercure de France. Extracts of his translation into Italian 
of the libretto from the opera Zoroastre appeared in the Mercure de France of May 
1752 (Casanova Pléiade note 199 on page 1289). This entry praises the translation 
and says that “M. Casanova est capable de produire par lui-même des poèmes 
dignes d’être lus” (ibid). Also, a short Italian verse he composed was published in the 
April 1757 issue. He was educated, read scholarly periodicals and, throughout his 
travels, sought to meet the famous men of letters of his day such as Voltaire and 
Albrecht von Haller. Some Casanovists have too readily interpreted this as evidence 
of Casanova’s extraordinary intellectual prowess. Further, they assume without 
investigation that his perceived intellectual talents elicited the admiration of his 
peers. There are several key points in relation to Casanova’s occupation as a man of 
letters which are significant for this study. Firstly, while he did at times make money 
from his publications, I contend that Casanova’s intellectual writings were primarily 
an attempt to gain fame. Secondly, Casanova was not as successful a man of letters 
as he presented himself in his autobiographical writings. Thirdly, he was far more 
successful, in terms of public recognition and material gain, in other occupations. 
That Casanova would have liked to be a literary celebrity as other men of letters like 
Rousseau and Voltaire certainly were, I do not doubt. However, there is little 
evidence that he achieved this status during his lifetime. 
 
Casanova was a precocious child who developed a taste for public acclaim 
associated with academic exploits at a young age. Describing a line of Latin 
pentameter he composed in 1736, he writes: “Ce fut mon premier exploit littéraire, et 
je peux dire que ce fut dans ce moment-là qu’on sema dans mon âme l’amour de la 
gloire qui dépend de la littérature, car les applaudissements me mirent au faîte du 
bonheur” (Casanova HDMV 1: 30). He thus confirms that the purpose of his practice 
of erudition was the pursuit of fame. In a report to the Venetian Inquisitors on 8 July 
1769, Giovanni Berlendis, Venetian ambassador in Turin from 23 May 1768 to 4 
October 1777, wrote of one of Casanova’s works (Confutazione): “pour le moment il 
ne veut pas y mettre son nom, réservant cela pour une autre édition, s’il voit sa 
production favorablement accueillie dans le monde des lettres; c’est à quoi il tient le 
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plus après la bonne grâce de son prince”50 (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze 
Pages casanoviennes. vols 3 - 4. 55). His reaction to the praise of others and the 
fact that he so often gave copies of his works to others suggests that he regarded 
writing as a means of becoming famous. While this is not unusual of itself, it adds to 
the picture of a man who was preoccupied with immediate public recognition. 
 
Certainly, in his later life in particular, he tried to make money from his writings partly 
out of necessity. However, I maintain that the primary reason for his writing was to 
achieve fame. Firstly, he could have made money in other ways. Secondly, he could 
have published his works under a pseudonym or anonymously, a common enough 
practice at the time. Thirdly, several of his published works were autobiographical51 
and therefore served to draw attention to his own biography and personality rather 
than his ideas. Fourthly, as a writer, he was often self-consciously controversial and 
thereby attention-seeking. For example, he must have known that Né Amori, né 
Donne would have offended the Venetian nobles mentioned in it and shock good 
society. Indeed it resulted in his second exile from Venice (Casanova Pléiade 
LXXXV). Further, in 1789 he published a critique of the tributes written following the 
death of Voltaire, an extremely popular and influential writer (LXXXIV). These 
factors, coupled with Casanova’s demonstrable preoccupation with fame, suggest 
that Casanova’s intellectual pursuits were motivated primarily by his desire for fame. 
That so much of his work was autobiographical suggests that he sought a type of 
well-knownness which focussed upon public interest in his personality. 
 
Though Casanova wanted to be famous as a man of letters, there is sufficient 
evidence to conclude that he did not achieve this. What is noteworthy about the list 
of works Casanova published during his lifetime is that they are unheard of outside 
the field of Casanova research. Few of his writings were praised by his peers in 
literary or scientific reviews of the time. He died in obscurity in the cultural backwater 
of Dux. Casanova’s memoirs, his most successful written work and undoubtedly one 
of great historical and cultural significance, were not published until the mid-19th 
century. It was only in the 20th century that he became an object of serious historical 
                                                          
50
 Translation from Italian. 
51
 For example the story of his escape from the Leads (Casanova de Seingalt Histoire de ma fuite), 
much of the material in Le Messager de Thalie and also in Opuscoli Miscellanei. 
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study. Even this must also be put into perspective – in 1959, Casanova Gleanings, 
the primary Casanovist periodical, had only 100 subscriptions and so was only 
issued once annually (Casanova di Seingalt Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. 1). 
Apart from his memoirs, none of Casanova’s published works could be properly 
termed successful.  
 
Some of his friends did write encouraging things to him about his intellectual abilities 
in private correspondence. However, even setting aside questions of the sincerity of 
those assurances, none of them praised him as one of the foremost intellectuals of 
his time. In 1764, the Scottish lawyer, diarist and author James Boswell described 
Casanova in his journal as “a blockhead” (Casanova Pléiade LXXIV). The Prince de 
Ligne, one of Casanova’s friends during his retirement, wrote of him: 
Il n y a que ses comédies qui ne soient pas comiques ; il n’y a que ses 
ouvrages philosophiques où il n’y ait point de philosophie : tous les autres en 
sont remplies ; il y a toujours du trait, du neuf, du piquant et du profond. C’est 
un puits de science ; mais il cite si souvent Homère et Horace que c’est de 
quoi en dégoûter. Sa tournure d’esprit et ses saillies sont un extrait de sel 
attique.... Son style ressemble à celui des anciennes préfaces : il est long, 
diffus et lourd...  (Ligne 85 - 86) 
De Ligne, undoubtedly fond of Casanova and highly complimentary of his first 
person storytelling, did not describe him as an accomplished writer or intellectual; 
quite the contrary. The description above suggests that Casanova’s non-
autobiographical writings were prolix and outmoded. Polish diplomatic 
correspondence from Bernard Zablocki to the Prussian Court on 9 August 1791 
gives further insight into Casanova’s status in the Republic of Letters: 
Mr Casanova est actuellement bibliothécaire de Monsieur le comte de 
Waldstein, seigneur de Dux, à une lieu[e] de Teplitz. Il a encore beaucoup de 
gayeté, d’esprit, mais ses circonstances pécuniaires ne paraissent pas être 
des meilleur[e]s. C’est par complaisance que j’ai acheté quelques 
exemplaires de l’histoire de sa fuite des prisons de Venise, qu’on appelle les 
Plombs, écrite à Dux 1787, dont il a été joint [un exemplaire à] un code de 
Prusse. Mr Casanova a encore écrit un ouvrage sous titre: “Icosameron ou 
Histoire d’Édouard et d’Elizabeth, qui passèrent quatre-vingt-un ans chez les 
Mégamicres” en cinq tomes. C’est un roman. Le commentaire littéral sur les 
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trois premiers chapitres de la Ganèse, du premier tome, et la dédicace au 
second tome A.S.A.M.L.P.C.C.A.D.A (je suppose Madame la Princesse 
Clary) sont écrites dans sa manière, c.a.d plein de jovialité et de satyre. J’en 
ai un exemplaire, mais j’attends des ordres, pour savoir, s’il faut l’envoyer. Je 
trouverai dans la suite encore occasion de parler à sujet de Monsieur 
Casanova.52 (emphasis added) (International Casanova Society vol 15: 29) 
Thus Zablocki confirms Casanova’s strained financial circumstances and notes that 
he bought several copies of Casanova’s story of his escape from the Leads out of 
pity more than anything else. Also, the Gazette d’Iéna published unfavourable 
reviews of his Histoire de ma fuite and Icosameron (Casanova Pléiade LXXXIX). It is 
true that while Casanova was in Trieste, he collaborated on the text for a cantata by 
François Petrucci. The papers described the text as from “la célèbre plume de M. 
Casanova” (Luna Casanova mémorialiste 37). However, the promotional nature of 
this material means that Casanova’s literary renown was likely to have been 
overstated. The majority of available evidence suggests that he was not regarded by 
many as a great writer or intellectual during his lifetime. 
 
Alongside the lack of acclaim, we know that Casanova did not achieve material 
success as a man of letters. He was unable to support himself by his writing during 
his later years in Venice and Dux and was relatively poor when he died. During his 
final time in Venice, he launched a monthly literary review in the style of the Mercure 
de France, Opuscoli Miscellanei, in which he published critiques of literature, 
morality, history and other subjects as well as the monthly dramatic critical review Le 
Messager de Thalie (Luna Casanova mémorialiste 40). It only received sufficient 
subscriptions for the publication of 7 issues (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze 
Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 12). While Le Messager de Thalie was the only 
French periodical published in Venice listed in the Dictionnaire des Journaux 1760 – 
1789 (Leeflang et al. 44), it only received sufficient subscriptions for 11 issues. 
Further, his novel, Icosameron, was a commercial failure and financially disastrous 
for Casanova who took 500 copies to Leipzig in 1788 only to find bookshops 
indifferent (Casanova  Pléiade LXXXVIII).  These publications did not make much 
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cultural impact during Casanova’s lifetime and have not done so since, outside the 
field of Casanova scholarship. 
 
Casanovist scholars would be quick to point out that many of his contemporaries 
described him as a man of letters. For example, the duc de Choiseul described him 
in a letter of recommendation as “C’est un homme de lettres dont l’objet est de se 
perfectionner ses connaissances, surtout dans la partie du commerce” (Roth 231). A 
Roman cardinal wrote in another such letter: “Je l’aime et je l’estime beaucoup; car 
je l’ai connu ici pour un homme aussi honnête que versé dans les lettres et les 
affaires de cour ou de commerce”53 (ibid). In short, there are numerous examples of 
his peers calling him a man of letters. However, letters of recommendation are not 
reliable sources; they were frequently written by people who did not know the subject 
well and were necessarily always complimentary (the sender would not wish to insult 
an important friend by causing them to be introduced to someone who one had 
reason to believe was less than worthy of their company). Further, in numerous 
instances Casanova was described as a man of letters in tones which were at best 
hesitant and at worst incredulous. For example, the chief of police in Florence 
described him in a report as “homme de lettres et fin matois, se faisant passer pour 
informé en toutes choses”54 (emphasis added) (ibid). Similarly, the magistrate 
Bernard de Muralt wrote to von Haller:  
Cet étranger mérite que vous le voyiez et sera vraiment une curiosité, car 
c’est une énigme que nous n’avons su déchiffrer ici ni découvrir ce que c’est. 
Il ne sait pas tant que vous, mais il sait beaucoup. Il parle de tout avec 
beaucoup de feu, paraît avoir prodigieusement vu et lu. On dit qu’il sait toutes 
les langues orientales... Il  m’a donné des preuves de son savoir dans la 
Cabale, étonnantes si elles sont vraies, et qui en feraient aussi un sorcier..., 
enfin, bref, c’est un personnage très singulier. (232).  
Also, the spy Manuzzi, wrote of Casanova “On le dit lettré, mais on dit aussi que son 
esprit est fécond en cabales”55 (Comisso and Leluc 44). Therefore, the sources we 
have describing Casanova as a man of letters are conflicting and not entirely 
reliable. Further, as Roth points out, Casanova circulated in society under the title of 
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man of letters before he had published anything (Roth 232). In 18th-century Europe, 
a man of letters was not necessarily a published intellectual but rather a person who 
was interested in the arts and sciences, who read and travelled to enrich their 
understanding. It is likely that the contemporary representation of Casanova as a 
man of letters, particularly in letters of recommendation, was due to a lack of other 
suitable description for him because he did not have a respectable regular 
occupation. In terms of making a contribution to the Republic of Letters through 
writing and participation in intellectual discourse, Casanova was essentially a failure. 
Were he successful, then we might say he was famous as a result of achievements 
in a career. However, as he was not, the well-knownness he enjoyed must have 
been of a different kind.  
 
One of Casanova’s most significant legitimate occupations in many ways was 
receiver of the lottery in Paris, authorised to sell tickets and administer winnings. 
After his escape from the Leads, he made his second trip to Paris. He stayed there 
between 1757 and 1759, during which time he was appointed “receveur particulier 
de la Loterie établie en faveur de l’École Royale Militaire” (International Casanova 
Society Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. 33). This period can be regarded as the 
pinnacle of his celebrity status. The attention capital he had accumulated translated 
into financial gain, social power and cultural influence. During this period, he was 
very wealthy, welcome in fashionable circles, highly visible in public places, 
associated with other famous people including the Marquise de Pompadour and 
regularly attended aristocratic homes and events.  In a letter to Andrea Memmo in 
1757, Giustiniana Wynne, whom Casanova visited daily at this time, wrote of him: 
He has a carriage and lackeys and is attired resplendently. He has two 
beautiful diamond rings, two tasteful pocket watches, snuffboxes set in gold, 
and always plenty of lace. He has gained admittance, I don’t know how, to the 
best Parisian society. He says he has a stake in a lottery in Paris and brags 
that this gives him a large income...56 (Di Robilant 169). 
Giving his own perspective on the same period, Casanova writes: 
Dans toutes les grandes maisons où j’allais et aux foyers des théâtres, 
d’abord qu’on me voyait, tout le monde me donnait de l’argent me priant de 
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jouer pour eux comme je voulais, et de leur remettre les billets, puisqu’ils n’y 
comprenaient rien...Les autres receveurs n’avaient pas ce privilège. Ce 
n’étaient pas des gens faits pour être faufilés. J’étais le seul qui roulait en 
carrosse; cela me donnait un nom et un crédit ouvert. (Casanova HDMV 3: 
31) 
These examples demonstrate that his economic power and impact upon the public 
consciousness were significant during this period; Casanova was a recognised and 
influential person. Both examples suggest that the market for tickets was 
predominantly, if not exclusively, members of good society who attended the theatre 
and events hosted in the great houses of Paris. It is also possible that all members of 
the public, including le peuple, would have had some awareness of Casanova 
through this occupation which was a form of public office.  
 
This seems to go against my argument that Casanova was not well known because 
of any of his occupations. However, as I will explain, it is not the case that Casanova 
became well known because he was receiver of the lottery rather that he became 
receiver of the lottery because he was well known. In the process elucidated by van 
Krieken, the attention capital Casanova had then accumulated as a result of his 
escape from the Leads (and his subsequent tireless self-promotion described in the 
next chapter) was transformed into other kinds of capital such as power, wealth, 
esteem and status. Luck and not a little bravado on his part were also involved. 
Shortly after his arrival in Paris, he visited his old friend, l’abbé de Bernis as he then 
was, at that time minister of foreign affairs. De Bernis recommended that Casanova 
develop an idea for increasing the King’s revenues in order to make himself useful to 
the state.  Later, following an introduction by de Bernis,57 Casanova attended a 
dinner where he was presented to Msr. Pâris-Duverney who was then preoccupied 
with trying to raise a large sum for the French government (18). Casanova told Pâris-
Duverney, untruthfully, that he, Casanova, had an idea how to do it. Pâris-Duverney 
wagered that he could guess what Casanova’s idea was. He then invited Casanova 
to dine with him again to discuss the proposal. At this second dinner, he introduced 
Casanova to the Calzabigi brothers who presented Casanova with a document 
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which explained the concept of a state lottery in detail. At this point, Casanova stated 
that this had indeed been his idea which Pâris-Duverney had rightly guessed. 
 
While Casanova did not develop the plan for a state lottery, he was arguably the 
catalyst for the implementation of the project which had, until his involvement, not 
advanced beyond the conceptual stage. Casanova persuaded the Calzabigi brothers 
that the lottery could work but that the King had to stake 100 million écus. Casanova 
understood that the public would be amazed at a royal lottery and the chance to win 
a fantastic sum and so would rush to buy tickets. As Casanova writes, “On doit 
éblouir” (22). In an effort which must have involved some persuasive advocacy, 
Casanova presented the lottery project to the relevant committee, satisfactorily 
answered all objections and gained approval for the project. Again, through de 
Bernis, Casanova was introduced to the Marquise de Pompadour at this time and 
the duc du Choiseul. Casanova’s ability to faufiler, as he put it, and so make such 
contacts, must also have assisted in getting the project approved.  He established a 
sumptuous office and put up posters saying that all winning tickets signed by him 
would be paid by his office 24 hours after the lottery draw; he writes that the effect of 
this was that everyone came to play at his office (32). Therefore, while Casanova did 
not generate the idea of the lottery or indeed probably even understand all of the 
mathematics behind it, he was instrumental in its success. It must also be pointed 
out that Casanova was well known at this time in any event because he had recently 
escaped from the Leads prison, supposedly a feat never before accomplished. He 
was thus a person who had achieved a prodigious if criminal feat and who was a 
fugitive from justice, an exile from his native Venice.  The next chapter about 
Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling explains in more detail how Casanova was 
invited to Parisian events to tell the story of his escape to audiences who listened to 
him for two hours at a time. His well-knownness would probably have indirectly 
contributed to ticket sales because he was a talked about person who was very 
visible in society. Casanova did not become famous because of his occupation as 
receiver of the lottery but rather he had the opportunity to get that role and succeed 
in it because of his well-knownness.  
 
The coincidence of Casanova’s dramatic escape from the Leads and his 
appointment as receiver of the lottery in Paris at this time provided the perfect 
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conditions for him to become a well-known personality. He was a criminal in exile 
who wore the latest fashions, spoke fashionable jargon, was seen at fashionable 
events and public places and who generally adopted the behaviours of good society. 
In other words, he was unprecedented but recognisable. That he was socially and 
materially successful as a consequence suggests that, in mid-18th-century European 
society, value was placed upon novelty and familiarity, that the public celebrated 
figures who were in a sense above them but who also resembled them. It is also 
further evidence of the changing social conditions which permitted a criminal in exile 
to mix with the cream of aristocratic society because of his celebrity status. 
Casanova played upon the fact that he was well known because of his escape from 
the Leads and his status as a fugitive from Venice, doing so to great effect by being 
highly visible in public places and society events. As will be seen in the next chapter, 
his repeated retelling of his escape in public functioned as virtually constant self-
promotion. The notoriety resulting from his escape coincided with a time in which 
Casanova was still relatively young (in his own opinion he still had his looks), and 
there was an interest among the aristocracy for travel and novelty. This made 
Casanova an interesting and appealing figure to hosts of salons and society dinners. 
These circumstances ensured Casanova’s celebrity. 
 
That this peak in his well-knownness coincided with a peak in his economic, social 
and cultural influence demonstrates the surplus-value of his type of well-knownness 
in society at the time. Apart from personal charm, Casanova had no other claim to 
such influence. Nonetheless, his economic power at this time is clear: he amassed 
wealth such that he could buy a silk manufacturing business and fund a luxurious 
lifestyle. He took a country house (“la Petite Pologne”) in which he regularly hosted 
good society. The following extract from his memoirs gives an impression of 
Casanova’s country residence during this period: 
La vie que j’y menais rendait célèbre la Petite Pologne. On parlait de la bonne 
chère qu’on y faisait. Je faisais nourrir les poulets avec du riz dans une 
chambre obscure; ils étaient blancs comme la neige, et d’un goût exquis. 
J’ajoutais à l’excellence de la cuisine française tout ce que le reste des 
cuisines d’Europe avait de plus séduisant pour les friands. Les macaroni au 
suguillo, du riz tantôt en pilao tantôt en cagnon et les oilla putrida faisaient 
parler. J’assortissais des compagnies choisies à des soupers fins, où mes 
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convives voyaient que mon plaisir dépendait de celui que je leur procurais. 
Des dames de distinction et toutes galantes venaient le matin se promener 
dans mes jardins en compagnie de jeunes inexperts qui n’osaient pas parler, 
et que je faisais semblant de ne pas voir; je leurs donnais des œufs frais et du 
beurre qui surpassait le célèbre de Vambre. Après cela à foison du marasquin 
de Zara dont on ne trouvait le meilleur nulle part. Je prêtais souvent la partie 
libre de ma maison à un matador qui venait y souper avec une femme au-
dessus du soupçon. Ma maison alors devenait un sanctuaire impénétrable à 
moi-même. On savait cependant que je n’ignorais rien; mais la dame me 
savait gré de ce que partout où je la voyais je faisais semblant de ne la pas 
connaître. (188) 
He similarly had significant social influence during this period as evidenced by his 
attendance at the court at Versailles, the French government trusting him to sell 
twenty million francs’ worth of rapidly depreciating French bonds on the Amsterdam 
market at a limited loss and use the cash to purchase securities from a country with 
better credit (Di Robilant 168) and the fact that he socialised with enormously 
powerful people such as Madame de Pompadour, de Bernis and the Duc de 
Choiseul. It is no coincidence that this financial and commercial success coincided 
with a peak in Casanova’s well-knownness. His well-knownness gave him access to 
important people and this in turn gave him access to opportunities for material 
success.  
 
Though Casanova never replicated his successes of Paris in the 1750s, later in his 
life, he did make several attempts to make himself useful to the governments of 
various countries. For example, in Trieste in 1772, he sought to return to the good 
graces of the Venetian Inquisitors by persuading some Armenian monks who had 
relocated to Trieste following a dispute with the Venetian Republic to return to the 
Saint-Lazare monastery in Venice (Comisso and Leluc note 1 on page 131; 
Casanova HDMV 3: 1019 - 23). Also at about this time, he offered to be secretary to 
General Alexis Orlow in his military expedition to the Greek isles. Casanova wrote of 
this to the Prince Gaspard Lubomirski: 
Ne sachant plus comment faire à vivre, il m’était venu dans l’esprit d’aller faire 
la guerre au grand Turc, et avec ce dessein je suis allé m’offrir à M. Orlow 
pour le servir en qualité de secrétaire de l’expédition. Je sais la langue 
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fresque que l’on parle dans les îles de l’Archipel, je connais tous ces pays, et 
j’aurais pu le servir peut-être utilement dans une descente à laquelle, quoique 
secrétaire, je ne me serais pas refusé; et peut-être qu’avec moi il lui serait 
réussi de passer les Dardanelles. Mais point du tout; il s’est trouvé là M. Da 
l’Oglio, qui se dit ministre du roi de Pologne, et qui se fait donner, puisqu’il 
peut, l’Excellence, avec un autre original qui s’appelle le Marquis Marussi, et 
qui se croit tout de bon ministre en second rang de l’impératrice Catherine, 
qui dirent tant de mal de moi au général Orlow que ce Monsieur me dit net 
qu’il n’avait que faire de moi. J’ai vu alors que son entreprise n’aboutirait à 
rien, et en plaignant les Russes qui allaient au Levant, et beaucoup plus ceux 
qui les accompagnaient, je ne suis allé à Naples pour chercher fortune, mais 
en vain... (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 
3 - 4. 75) 
Thus Casanova did not get this role because someone spoke ill (or, one might 
reasonably argue, spoke frankly) of him to General Orlow. As the above letter 
suggests, he then travelled to Naples to seek his fortune but was unsuccessful. The 
same letter reports how he then travelled to Florence, hoping the sovereign would 
take him as his secretary in some department but instead he spent six months there 
with no result. The letter finishes with Casanova asking if he could come to Poland to 
end his days in the service of the Prince and his wife. It seems the prince did not 
take him up on this offer. Subsequently, he wrote a 71 page essay entitled 
“Lucubration sur l’usure” in response to a competition launched by the Emperor of 
Germany Joseph II in the Spring of 1780 (Intenational Casanova Society vol 16: 4). 
From 1784, he was private secretary to the Venetian ambassador to Vienna, 
Sebastiano Foscarini, (Luna Casanova mémorialiste 39; Casanova Pléiade LXXXVI 
and 1215) until Foscarini died from gout the following year (LXXXVII). This was his 
last employment before becoming Count Waldstein’s librarian. There is no evidence 
to suggest that Casanova’s achievements in any of these various political 
appointments were notable. Indeed, most of his attempts to gain permanent 
government employment were fruitless. Any political appointments he had were 
short-lived and could not, on their own, account for his well-knownness. 
 
Casanova’s last employment was as librarian to Count Joseph Karl von Waldstein, a 
position he held from 1785 until his death on 4 June 1798. The Count’s residence in 
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what is now Duchkov in the Czech Republic is currently a Casanova museum. 
Though information about the Waldstein family is part of the permanent exhibit, the 
focus of the advertising material and the tourist information for the town is its 
association with Casanova. This reflects posterity’s unbalanced interest in Casanova 
and the Count, public interest in the latter being negligible. However, during 
Casanova’s lifetime, the position was almost completely the converse. When 
Waldstein’s librarian, Casanova had largely retired from social life; he travelled little, 
relative to former times. Therefore, his only interaction with good society was with 
the Count when he was at home and his guests when he had them. Available 
evidence suggests that this was not a happy time for Casanova.  He did not speak 
German as fluently as he did Italian and French and so could not converse with his 
fellow servants or the locals. It must have been difficult for a person who relished 
social interaction as he did. While he was clearly poor relative to the prosperity he 
had enjoyed in former times, his condition was not as lowly as it is often portrayed. 
Josef Polišenský observes that, at the time, the library at Dux was one of the richest 
in central Europe (Luna Casanova : fin de siècle 28). Further, Casanova was the 
second most well-paid of the Count’s employees (29). Importantly, as he was 
unsupervised, it was this role which afforded Casanova the time needed to pen his 
memoirs. From his correspondence, his revisions to the manuscript and his 
comments as narrator throughout, we know that Casanova wrote his memoirs from 
1790 onwards, consistently working on them for 13 hours per day. Given the volume 
of the manuscript, coupled with Casanova’s failing health later in his life, it can be 
assumed that he was not the most efficient librarian Waldstein could have engaged. 
Rather, it is more likely that he was regarded as an entertaining house guest who 
was charged with ordering Waldstein’s library at his own leisurely pace.  
 
Arguably, Casanova obtained the role as Waldstein’s librarian because he was or at 
least had been well known. Waldstein met Casanova through friends in 1784. 
Casanovist Raoul Vèze is of the view that Casanova’s invitation to be Waldstein’s 
librarian was because of their shared belief in the cabala (Casanova di Seingalt, 
Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 114). As will be discussed below 
in the section dealing with Casanova’s charlatan practices, he purported to be able 
to facilitate communication with supernatural beings through a pseudo-mystical 
calculation using figures and letters to produce predictions akin to a horoscope. This 
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cabala was a calculation manipulated by Casanova whereby the words of a question 
would be transformed into numbers according to the number of letters of each word 
and the figures presented in a pyramid (Casanova Pléiade note 30 on page 1246). 
Casanova’s friends would ask questions of his cabala and he would perform some 
calculations, translate the figures to letters and thereby produce a response. The 
responses were entirely of Casanova’s own invention. Of course, given Casanova’s 
lack of other resources at the time, it is also possible that Waldstein took pity on him 
when offering him employment. Nonetheless, there is reason to believe that 
Casanova’s well-knownness also played a part. The Clary family were friends with 
the Waldsteins and met Casanova on numerous occasions. The young Prince Clary 
kept a journal in which he recorded these encounters with Casanova. He wrote in 
1795 that Count Waldstein “tire de la vanité d’avoir chez lui un homme aussi fameux 
et aussi extraordinaire que Casanova” (International Casanova Society vol XX: 23). 
Certainly, Waldstein’s guests would have recognised Casanova as the Venetian who 
escaped from the Leads and who had the famous duel with Count Branicki, Great 
Crown Podstoli and friend of King Stanislas, as these events were talked about and 
recorded in gazettes across Europe and some examples are set out in the fifth 
chapter. This would have added an element of interest to dinners hosted by 
Waldstein at his Bohemian estate. 
 
Casanova’s secret occupations 
Concurrently with the above occupations, Casanova also made money in ways 
which he chose not to publicise. Some of these secret occupations had to be carried 
out surreptitiously by their very nature such as spying and being a card sharp. 
Others, he carried out in secret because he chose to, for example being a violinist.  
Contemporary sources suggest that Casanova’s secret occupations enhanced his 
notorious status in some contexts. He was not entirely successful in hiding them 
from the public. As will be shown in the fifth chapter, Casanova literally dined out on 
some of his criminal exploits. However, occupations which were inconsistent with his 
aristocratic public persona, such as violinist, he strove to keep from the public. The 
daring criminal acts which Casanova repeatedly talked and wrote about were 
consistent with the glamorised version of himself which he played in public. 
However, carrying out a lowly or quasi-criminal occupation for an extended period 
was not and so he did not undertake them publicly. 
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In approximately 1745, in order to earn enough money to live, Casanova was obliged 
to take up the job of violinist in the San Samuele theatre in Venice.  He describes 
himself as being reduced to this state after all the good titles he had before 
(Casanova HDMV 1: 369).  He absented himself from “les compagnies de bon ton” 
and all the houses he frequented before taking up this occupation (ibid).  He writes 
that he did not think himself worthy of contempt but that he was sure that others did 
(ibid). Horace Bleackley writes “It was an ignominious position for one who, in spite 
of his humble origin, had lived amongst the rich and high-born since his earliest 
youth, and the proud and passionate Casanova felt his humiliation deeply” (4).  
Being a violinist in an orchestra was a source of shame to the extent that he 
eschewed all of the friends and acquaintances he had before. As he well knew, his 
position at the San Samuele theatre was not even a potential path to theatrical 
celebrity. His mother at least played principal roles on the stage. Similarly, the 
castrato Farinelli, whom Casanova met, was an acclaimed soloist with his own fans. 
As an anonymous member of the ensemble, Casanova could not become a 
theatrical celebrity.  Significantly, working in the theatre was not an occupation in 
which members of the nobility engaged such as public office or military service. For 
Casanova, it was so important to him that good society perceived him only in 
accordance with his chosen public persona that he hid away from all of his usual 
acquaintance.  
 
Nonetheless, though he tried to keep this occupation secret, he did not succeed. 
Manuzzi, the Venetian spy charged with monitoring and reporting on Casanova’s 
activities to the Tribunal of the Inquisitors, wrote in his report of 22 March 1755: 
“Silvestro Boncuson, logeur, qui connaît Casanova, m’a dit qu’après avoir quitté 
l’habit ecclésiastique, ledit Casanova a joué du violon dans le théâtre de S.E. 
Grimani”58 (Comisso and Leluc 50). Thus, while Casanova probably did successfully 
keep his violinist past secret from his noble friends in Paris, Vienna and London, 
Venice was too small and Casanova too highly visible a character for his past not to 
come out. The Manuzzi letter suggests that his fall from grace was the subject of 
rumour at the time. Further, once he was again in a position to live a well-funded 
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lifestyle of a pseudo-aristocrat, the fact that he had once worked as a violinist would 
have been fodder for gossips. The inconsistency between the roles Casanova 
played before good society and the reality of his personal history would have 
certainly made him an interesting person. Public curiosity in his interesting 
personality characterises his well-knownness during his lifetime. 
 
Making similar attempts to manipulate the public’s perception of him, Casanova was 
also coy in relation to his occupation as a card sharp. It is generally accepted that 
Casanova was a card sharp though not as renowned or as successful as others 
(Chantal Thomas Casanova: voyage libertin 218). His own presentation of this 
occupation in his memoirs and throughout his life is complex. His memoirs describe 
gambling and, at some points, indicate that gambling was a meaningful source of 
income for him. However, he constantly distinguished himself from professional 
gamblers and again presented his participation in this activity in a way that was 
consistent with his assumed role of a wealthy noble.  He nowhere writes expressly 
that he was ashamed of his skill at cards as he clearly was in relation to being a 
violinist. However, he skewed the presentation of his card play to suggest that it was 
more a diversion than a meaningful income source. Card play was a constant theme 
throughout Casanova’s life. Casanovist Jean Rive Childs writes that Casanova was 
an inveterate card player from an early age, like most Venetians at the time 
(International Casanova Society Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. vol 3 5). In reports 
to the tribunal of the Inquisitors, Manuzzi writes “Il est joueur” and “On dit...qu’il est 
joueur”59 (Comisso and Leluc 44, 50). In his report of 17 July 1755, Manuzzi writes: 
“On sait par la voix publique que Casanova a l’art de tricher...Ledit Casanova se 
vante ouvertement de tricher au jeu...Il tente toujours de grands coups pour changer 
sa fortune; pour satisfaire à ses plaisirs, l’argent ne lui manque jamais. Ainsi, il y a 
peu de jours, il a perdu à Padoue plus de soixante sequins”60 (53). Thus he was, in 
Venice at least, known to be a card sharp. 
 
At this point, it must be noted that a certain degree of cheating at cards was 
expected in the 18th century (International Casanova Society Casanova Gleanings 
vols 1 - 13. vol 2: 7). Chantal Thomas has done significant work on the status of 
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gambling and in particular the acceptance of ‘correcting fortune’ in Casanova’s 
historical context. Thomas describes gambling as “la folie propre au XVIIIe siècle” 
(Casanova: voyage libertin 213). That Casanova should cheat at cards would not 
have been surprising to his contemporaries. Being a card sharp was not a profession 
in the sense of a vocation requiring knowledge of some field of learning or science. 
However, in the 18th century, it was not a straightforwardly prohibited activity carried 
out in contexts and situations where perpetrators would be ejected from gambling 
establishments or subject to legal consequences. Indeed, Casanova writes that 
during the 18th century, the card sharps became more numerous than the dupes 
(Casanova HDMV 3: 517). Gambling was one of the occupations which both the rich 
and the poor carried out together, where the highest and the lowest elements of 
society mixed side by side (Chantal Thomas Casanova: voyage libertin 213, 14). 
During his lifetime, gambling was regarded, in his native Venice, as a legitimate, 
taxable activity rather than a clandestine one (214). Thomas observes that with the 
rise of gambling, there was an increase in cheating (213, 16). That cheating was a 
common practice is evidenced by the publication of L’Histoire des Grecs ou ceux qui 
corrigent la fortune en jeu by Ange Goudar, whom Casanova knew well (Casanova 
Pléiade 1228; Chantal Thomas Casanova: voyage libertin 216). In summary, 
cheating at cards was a profitable occupation for many during the 18th century.  
 
Throughout his memoirs, Casanova denies that he was a card sharp. Indeed, of the 
time when he became a violinist, he writes: “Devant penser à entreprendre quelque 
métier pour gagner de quoi vivre j’ai pensé à devenir joueur de profession; mais la 
fortune n’approuva pas mon projet” (Casanova HDMV 1: 369).  He writes on several 
occasions that he frequently lost large sums and even that he was happiest when he 
did so: “J’ai promis à la belle compagnie que je leur ferais une banque moi-
même ...j’ai perdu peu de choses  mais on m’a aimé” (472) and “J’ai contenté toute 
la belle compagnie, lui faisant une banque; et au bout de trois heures j’ai quitté, 
enchanté d’avoir perdu trente à quarante sequins; sans cela on ne m’aurait pas 
préconisé pour le plus beau joueur de toute l’Europe” (Casanova HDMV 2: 894). 
These statements imply that gambling was a diversion for Casanova. His account 
de-professionalises his card play. He expressly denied he was a professional 
gambler: “Rien n’a jamais démontré dans toute ma vie aux joueurs d’avantage que 
j’étais de leur clique” (Casanova HDMV 3: 665). That Casanova chose to skew the 
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representation of his occupation as a card sharp in his memoirs is a further instance 
of his careful crafting of his public self. 
 
Casanova also carefully managed the public’s perception of him in his treatment of 
his practices as a charlatan. He did not seek fame as an occult practitioner and 
eschewed the reputation of charlatan. The 18th century is often referred to as the 
Age of Enlightenment but was also a time of great credulity and superstition .61 The 
public was captivated by professed occultists, alchemists, exorcists and other 
charlatans. Casanova himself was very superstitious and believed his chronic 
nosebleeds as a child were healed by a magical ceremony performed by a witch in 
Murano. The term charlatan derives from the Italian ciarlare, to prattle and can be 
traced to early modern Italy (Cryle 246). Thus, in the 18th century, it was thus 
associated with fast-talking swindlers and oral performance, something at which 
Casanova excelled; he was once described as “plein de faconde, et d’une faconde 
spirituelle et instruite.”62 (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages 
casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 131) Chantal Thomas’s study of three episodes of 
Casanova’s life as a charlatan demonstrates that charlatanism was often his chosen 
means of funding his lifestyle (Giacomo Casanova:Three Episodes). The private 
successes he enjoyed as a result of his simulated occult knowledge and the rise of 
figures like Cagliostro and Saint-Germain suggest that he could have become very 
well-known indeed in this capacity had he directed his efforts toward doing so. 
However, this was not the kind of well-knownness he courted. From his behaviour 
and his comments about his charlatanism, it is clear that he did not want to be well 
known as an occultist even though he evidently had some skill in pretending to be 
one. Nonetheless, in addition to ad hoc swindles, Casanova formed several 
relationships with wealthy, older patrons through his charlatanism and these were 
significant to his well-knownness.   
 
Although he practised charlatanism on a small scale within the context of private 
relationships, it contributed not only to his income but also to his well-knownness. 
While personal charm would have undoubtedly been a contributing factor, it cannot 
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be ignored that the primary basis for most of Casanova’s significant relationships 
with powerful public figures of his day was his simulated occult knowledge. The most 
long standing relationships Casanova formed in this way were with the three 
Venetian nobles, Senator Matteo Giovanni Bragadin (1689 - 1767), Marco Dandalo 
(1704 - 1779) and Marco Barbaro (1688 - 1771). In April 1746, while working as a 
violinist, Casanova happened to save Bragadin from a medical emergency. This 
chance encounter was the beginning of a loyal friendship between Casanova and 
Bragadin and his two friends, Dandalo and Barbaro. Bragadin invited Casanova to 
live with him and paid him an allowance so he lived a luxurious life of leisure once 
again. While in Venice he visited the three friends regularly and he maintained 
written correspondence with them until their deaths. As already mentioned in the first 
chapter,63 Casanova’s improbable relationship with these three Venetian nobles 
increased his well-knownness as his association with them attracted attention. 
Casanova writes: “On ne pouvait pas comprendre à Venise comment ma liaison 
pouvait exister avec trois hommes de ce caractère, eux tout ciel, et moi tout monde; 
eux très sévères en leurs mœurs; moi adonné au plus grand libertinage” (Casanova 
HDMV 1: 382). It is also likely that the simple fact of the inter-class nature of this 
friendship was commented upon in Venetian society. The main foundation for these 
friendships was the conceit that Casanova’s cabala could, as explained above in 
relation to Count Waldstein, answer any question which these nobles put to it (378).  
As would later be the case with several members of the aristocracy during his 
extended stays in Paris, Bragadin, Dandolo and Barbaro regularly consulted 
Casanova’s cabala. Casanova served as a kind of Delphic oracle to these three 
nobles and thereby made himself essential to them.  
 
Similarly using his cabala, he developed a relationship with Madame Rumain while 
he was living in Paris in 1758. He writes: “Le comte d’Ergeville m’avait présenté à la 
comtesse du Rumain sa sœur, qui ayant entendu parler de mon oracle, avait 
longtemps désiré de me connaître” (Casanova HDMV 2: 153). Having convinced 
Madame Rumain that his oracle would make him useful to her, Casanova then 
befriended her husband and the rest of her society. Again, the primary basis for this 
relationship was Casanova’s cabala as she regularly called on him to answer 
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questions for her as one might a fortune teller. Though the responses to the 
questions were completely invented, Madame Rumain believed they were truths 
from a supernatural power and came to depend upon Casanova. In return, Madame 
Rumain introduced him to the most powerful people in Parisian society and advised 
and assisted him in creating a positive impression upon them. He writes that she 
offered to be useful to him at court and told him “je suis écoutée de tous les 
ministres” (171). Also at this time, Casanova was introduced to Jeanne de la 
Rochefoucauld, Marquise d’Urfé (1705 – 1775), and undertook his most spectacular 
swindle as a charlatan. The Marquise d’Urfé believed in the philosopher’s stone and 
elemental spirits; alchemy was her passion. Casanova masqueraded as a person 
who could converse with those spirits, who was inducted into the great secrets of 
alchemy and the occult. He persuaded the Marquise that he could facilitate her 
rebirth as a man through a series of magical ceremonies. She believed him 
completely; of one of their early meetings he writes: “Je l’ai quittée portant avec moi 
tout son âme, son cœur, son esprit et tout ce qui lui restait de bon sens” (96). The 
Marquise gave Casanova vast amounts of money, furnished an apartment for him, 
showered him with gifts, paid his debts and participated, with complete credulity, in 
the most preposterous occult rites he dreamed up. Even when others told her that he 
was a charlatan, she refused to believe it. For approximately five years, the Marquise 
d’Urfé remained in Casanova’s thrall. Like Madame Rumain, she introduced 
Casanova to powerful people and advised him how to behave in difficult situations as 
we have seen from the extract set out in the previous chapter.64 As his friendship 
with Bragadin, Dandolo and Barbaro had in Venice, Casanova’s association with 
these wealthy aristocratic women increased his well-knownness in several ways: it 
gave him access to aristocratic domestic spaces, it meant he had the means to 
afford a luxurious lifestyle so essential to his conception of well-knownness and the 
unlikely nature of these relationships (because so unequal in terms of class, wealth 
and reputation) made Casanova interesting and so ensured he was talked about. 
 
From all of these relationships, significant benefits ensued to Casanova, namely 
material gain, access to the upper echelons of Venetian and Parisian society, a 
higher degree of social power through the protection afforded him by those nobles 
                                                          
64
 See page 80. 
 
 
122 
 
and also public attention. Casanova’s association with wealthy, well-connected and 
powerful people must have increased his own allure. Further, his relationship with 
the Marquise d’Urfé certainly increased his notoriety, particularly as her family were 
outraged by Casanova’s behaviour towards her and complained of this in Parisian 
society. Casanova was under surveillance by government spies in numerous cities 
he occupied because he was regarded as a notorious figure for much of his life. 
Some examples of this correspondence are considered in the fifth chapter. This did 
not diminish his well-knownness and, in fact, most likely contributed to it. 
 
Similar to his relationship with class divisions, Casanova’s relationship with his 
charlatan practices was complex and shifting. His writings tell us that he did not 
believe in his cabala or that he possessed any occult powers. For example: 
M. de Bragadin, qui avait la faiblesse de donner dans les sciences abstraites, 
me fit un jour que pour un jeune homme il me trouvait trop savant, et que je 
devais par conséquent posséder quelque chose de surnaturel. Il me pria de 
lui dire la vérité. Ce fut dans ce moment-là que pour ne pas choquer sa vanité 
lui disant qu’il se trompait, j’ai pris l’étrange expédient de lui faire en présence 
de ses deux amis la fausse et folle confidence que je possédais un calcul 
numérique par lequel moyennant une question que j’écrivais, et que je 
changeais en nombres, je recevais également en nombre une réponse qui 
m’instruirait de tout ce que je voulais savoir, et dont personne au monde 
n’aurait pu m’informer. (Casanova HDMV 1: 378) 
Nonetheless, he did possess books about alchemy and the occult and clearly 
pretended to the people discussed above and others that he had supernatural 
powers. However, he did not publicly acknowledge his charlatanry and only practised 
it within the confines of private relationships.  
 
This is in complete contrast with perhaps two of the most famous charlatans of the 
18th century, both of whom Casanova met on multiple occasions, namely the so-
called Counts Cagliostro and Saint-Germain “the deathless”. They were both public 
charlatans on a grand scale whereas Casanova actively avoided the reputation of 
charlatan. For example, he reports a conversation with a friend in Paris in the mid-
1750s after Casanova had apparently cured his sciatica through magic: 
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[Msr. de La Tour d’Auvergne] : Tout le monde est étonné, car je n’ai pu 
m’empêcher de conter ce miracle à toutes mes connaissances. Je trouve des 
esprits forts qui se moquent de moi, mais je les laisse dire. 
[Casanova]: Vous auriez dû, ce me semble, être discret, car vous connaissez  
Paris. On m’appellera charlatan. 
... 
[The Marquise d’Urfé] fait, me dit [Msr. de La Tour d’Auvergne], tous les jours 
une table de douze couverts, vous mangerez chez elle avec tout ce qu’il y a 
de mieux à Paris. 
[Casanova]: C’est précisément ce que je ne veux pas, car j’abhorre la 
réputation de magicien que par bonté d’âme vous devez m’avoir faite. 
[Msr. de La Tour d’Auvergne] : Point du tout, vous êtes connu, et on vous 
estime. La duchesse d’Oraguais m’a dit que vous alliez il y a quatre ou cinq 
ans au Palais-Royal, et que vous passiez les journées entières avec la 
duchesse d’Orléans, et Mme de Boufler, Mme du Blot, et Melfort même m’a 
parlé de vous. Vous avez tort de ne pas reprendre vos anciennes habitudes. 
Ce que vous avez fait de moi me rend convaincu que vous pouvez faire une 
fortune très brillante. Je connais à Paris cent personnes de la première volée, 
hommes et femmes, qui ont ma même maladie et qui vous donneraient la 
moitié de leur bien, si vous les guérissiez. (Casanova HDMV 2: 85) 
This extract demonstrates both the opportunity Casanova had to exploit his 
reputation as a charlatan and how he instead discouraged it. Similarly, he could have 
cultivated a public association with Saint-Germain but he did not. This was not 
consistent with the noble identity Casanova performed in public; many charlatans 
were both well-known and successful though generally only for limited periods. This 
was a common model of well-knownness. However, I believe that Casanova aspired 
to greater things, to a more respectable, less risky social position. Perhaps also 
Casanova’s modern scientific and sceptical manner of thinking prevented him from 
courting this model of well-knownness; he knew it all to be nonsense. It was at the 
table of the Marquise d’Urfé that Casanova first met Saint-Germain. While Casanova 
was impressed by him, he knew him to be a charlatan and did not believe, as the 
Marquise and many others did, that he was a sorcerer who never ate and was 300 
years old. Casanova insisted that he would only dine with Saint-Germain with the 
Marquise alone or in the presence of her relatives but not with other people (95). In 
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her will, the Marquise left her possessions to the child with whom she said she was 
pregnant and appointed Casanova the tutor of that child. Of this, he writes: “C’était 
moi qu’elle instituait tuteur du nouveau-né, ce qui me perçait l’âme, car cette histoire 
dut avoir fait rire au moins pour trois jours tout Paris” (Casanova HDMV 3: 199). 
Thus Casanova was ashamed of the attention he received as a charlatan. He 
recognised others, like Saint-Germain, as charlatans and did not want to be counted 
in their number. 
 
In carrying out these various ad hoc projects, it could be said that the one career to 
which Casanova dedicated himself was that of aventurier. This occupation was, 
during Casanova’s lifetime, on the fringe of social acceptability in that it was common 
but not respectable. In a sense, being an adventurer was the converse of a career 
and described rather a state of adaptability and opportunism.  Still, if this were a 
career, could we say that Casanova was famous because of his occupation as 
adventurer? If so then this would distinguish his well-knownness from celebrity and 
place him among the ranks of those famous and great men of the past to which fame 
historians and critics of contemporary celebrity culture so frequently refer. The 
answer to this question must be “no” for several reasons. Firstly, as will be shown in 
the following chapters, Casanova publicly denied his status as an adventurer. 
Secondly, he did this for very good reason – during his lifetime aventurier was a 
pejorative term. It was not applied to explorers or those who travelled to uncharted 
territory as it might be today to figures like Sir Edmund Hillary. In the 18th century, 
this term referred to dishonourable drifters; it implied that one was a cheat or 
swindler. The primary meaning for aventurier in the Encyclopédie is “un homme sans 
caractere et sans domicile, qui se mêle hardiment d’affaires, et dont on ne sçauroit 
trop se défier” (“aventurier”). Therefore, it could not be said that Casanova was 
famous for meritorious deeds as a result of this occupation. This ‘career’ may have 
made him infamous or notorious perhaps, but not famous. In this way, any well-
knownness resulting from it would have been like celebrity but not like fame. Indeed 
in some ways, many of the skills he used as an adventurer were equally useful to 
him in his pursuit of well-knownness. 
 
Another of Casanova’s secret occupations, which also did not make him famous for 
several reasons, was spy for the Venetian inquisitors. The Tribunal of the Inquisitors 
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was instituted in Venice to manage state secrets in the beginning of the 16th century 
(Comisso and Leluc 9). Though he was imprisoned by the Venetian authorities and 
exiled from his homeland for much of his life, Casanova in a sense came full circle 
by agreeing to act as a spy for the inquisitors when he returned to Venice in later life.  
For example, he acted as agent for the Venetian government when he was sent by 
the Tribunal to gather information about the economic and political situation of 
Dalmatia in November 1776 (Baschet 642; International Casanova Society vol 19 p 
11). In Trieste, he obtained the information to complete his commission from his 
friend, the Count de Zinzendorf whose diary records Casanova’s daily visits 
(International Casanova Society vol 19 pp 11 - 13). After his eventual return to 
Venice, he started to write to the Tribunal with information, in return for which he 
demanded monetary compensation (Comisso and Leluc note 3 on page 131). 
Casanova requested to enter into the service of the Inquisitors in a letter which 
stated: 
Pour moi, malheureux, je demande à mon Prince Sérénissime quelque 
subside, non parce que je l’ai gagné en lui découvrant des choses utiles, ce 
dont lui seul est juge, mais afin que ce léger subside m’encourage, dans 
l’espoir qu’à l’avenir les choses que je m’ingénierai à découvrir lui soient 
utiles.65 (139) 
He became a salaried confidant of the Tribunal of the Venetian Inquisitors in October 
1780 and was paid 15 ducats per month (Comisso and Leluc 131; Casanova di 
Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 6). However, he ceased 
to be paid this fixed salary only 3 months later. Casanova continued to write to the 
Inquisitors with what he said was confidential information up to 31 October 1782. 
The reports he sent to the police and the Inquisitorial tribunal signed with his own 
name or using the alias, Antonio Pratolini, can be found in the archives of Venice. It 
is evident from the banal nature of his reports that he was not a particularly 
enthusiastic spy. He took this role out of economic necessity. When he returned to 
Venice for the last time after his exile, the Ridotto had been destroyed and so his 
ability to make money from card play was limited (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and 
Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 10). While he tried to make money from 
writing, he was not very successful as explained above. Needless to say, due to the 
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nature of spying, he was not famous because of this occupation during his lifetime. 
Subsequent interest in Casanova has largely overlooked these activities and so he 
was not famous in the eyes of posterity because of this occupation either. 
 
Conclusions 
In summary, during his lifetime, Casanova was not famous because of his career. He 
was not well known primarily because of any of his occupations. The one exception 
is perhaps that of adventurer, if we choose to regard that as an occupation. 
However, it is doubtful that his status as an adventurer could be considered a career 
and it was certainly not one for which he could have won positive public recognition. 
Therefore, we can conclude that Casanova was not famous in the sense that this 
word denotes well known for meritorious deeds. Nonetheless, he was well known. 
Does this mean he was a celebrity? I think there is good reason to answer 
affirmatively. The first chapter showed how Casanova’s conception of well-
knownness and preoccupation with it was similar to celebrity in the present day. The 
second chapter considered how his behaviour in public was similar to the 
contemporary celebrity. In this chapter, we see another way in which Casanova’s 
well-knownness was similar to celebrity: it was independent of his career. 
 
As already mentioned, a common complaint levelled at celebrities in the present day 
is that they have not done anything to account for their well-knownness. For 
example, Annie Lennox recently lashed out at celebrity culture, saying of celebrities, 
“What are any of these guys famous for? What have they done? What do they 
contribute?” (Betiku 4). When we look closely at Casanova’s career, we see that he 
could have been and indeed was the subject of similar criticism.66 This unifying 
discursive thread should be more fully examined, its narrative and historical 
variations explored. As explained in the Introduction, critical commentary echoes this 
popular discourse. Celebrity is often described as well-knownness which exists 
independently of meritorious achievement. That may be a useful litmus test but what 
is problematic is the chronology which most commentators assume, namely: people 
used to be famous for meritorious deeds but, since the Hollywood star system in the 
1920s, people are celebrities who are well known for their well-knownness.  
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Embedded in this historical narrative is the conception of celebrity as a recently 
emerged and problematic phenomenon. The present case study demonstrates that 
this type of well-knownness has a longer history. That celebrity should have a long 
and rich history is welcome news both because we can learn more about it and 
because we can draw comfort from it. We no longer need to regard celebrity as a 
destructive hazard of contemporary society for which a solution must be urgently 
found.  
 
A related point is that the way in which Casanova practised his occupations 
demonstrates how his well-knownness was the result of premeditation and 
manipulation. Casanova only carried out in public those occupations which were 
consistent with the public self he presented. Man of letters, receiver of the lottery and 
political appointments were essentially projects in which a man of means might have 
engaged rather than salaried employment. Thus they were the kind of occupation 
carried out by financially independent members of the nobility. Being a violinist, card 
sharp, librarian or paid informant of the Venetian tribunal were not. Being a charlatan 
was not either. However, he could have pretended to be versed in the occult or 
alchemy as some nobles, like the Marquise d’Urfé, did. However, just as Casanova 
did not really believe he had such powers, he must have thought that his public 
would not either. That he could successfully dupe certain people who were 
susceptible did not mean that society in general was so superstitious that his 
supposed magical abilities would be given general credence. As is clear from the 
relevant passages from his own writings, Casanova knew that he would be regarded 
by many as a charlatan and therefore laughed at. He tried to avoid this by limiting the 
publicity of his charlatanism and targeting individuals. While Casanova did not have 
a press agent or public relations adviser, there was a split between his private and 
public self and his public self was a careful creation designed to be of greatest public 
appeal. 
 
However, as for any person in the public eye, he was not completely able to control 
the public’s perception of him. In spite of his efforts, available evidence suggests that 
he did not succeed in keeping these occupations secret and so they contributed to 
his notoriety. The disjunct between his aristocratic public persona and his patchy and 
not entirely honourable career made Casanova notorious. It also made him an 
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interesting personality. That Casanova was an interesting personality whose private 
life was of interest to the public recalls observations by numerous theorists about 
contemporary celebrities. It also recalls generic traits of the current tabloid press 
which purports to publish intimate details of the private lives of well-known people, to 
expose secrets which they might not want the public to know. The beginnings of 
these generic conventions can be traced to the print media of the 18th century and 
were clearly established in the historical practice of oral dissemination of gossip. 
Both of these will be explored in the fifth chapter. 
 
It is not coincidental that Casanova’s most materially successful occupations 
coincided with peaks in his well-knownness. I am convinced that Casanova obtained 
and succeeded in these roles because of the attention capital he had accumulated at 
the time. When he was most talked about, he was also most socially and materially 
successful. His escape from the Leads made Casanova noteworthy. Good society, 
including some of the most powerful and influential people of the day, wanted to 
meet Casanova and to hear him tell this story. That he should achieve such 
spectacular success after a brazen criminal act as opposed to dedicating himself to a 
craft suggests a more complex picture of 18th-century society that is usually 
presented in celebrity studies. It suggests that it is not only since the 20th century that 
well-knownness functioned as a currency which could be exchanged for significant 
privileges. It also belies Boorstin’s theory that well-knownness prior to the 20th 
century was obtained only gradually. 
 
Thus we see that Casanova’s well-knownness was like celebrity in that it was not 
related to his occupation, was closely linked to public interest in his personal life and 
had a surplus-value which he could readily convert into social, economic and cultural 
power. We might say that Casanova did not excel in any of his legitimate 
occupations. However, he did excel at self-promotion. Though he was not well 
known because of his occupation, it would be wrong to suggest he was well known 
for no reason; he did a great deal to become so. His primary tactic was 
autobiographical storytelling, the focus of the next chapter. Following a discussion of 
his conception of well-knownness in the first chapter, the second and third chapters 
considered how Casanova chased after that type of well-knownness through his use 
of public spaces and his occupations respectively. The next chapter looks at another 
 
 
129 
 
very important way in which Casanova strove to cultivate well-knownness as he 
conceived of it: autobiographical storytelling in public.  
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Fourth Chapter: Casanova’s Autobiographical Storytelling 
 
...leur emploi était celui de me regarder, de m’écouter et de rire; le mien était 
celui de manger et de parler.67 (Casanova HDMV 1: 580)  
 
Introduction 
All evidence suggests that Casanova was a serial autobiographical storyteller with a 
talent for captivating his audiences. This was a further strategy he used to increase 
his well-knownness and manage the public’s perception of him. He told 
autobiographical stories in public very frequently, published autobiographical stories 
and also included autobiographical material in his ostensibly critical writings. This is 
further evidence of his self-centred worldview referred to in the first chapter. His 
autobiographical storytelling was most frequently oral, almost always in French 
(sometimes Italian), episodic and often repeated. While the precise boundaries of the 
genre of autobiography have been the subject of debate in the field of literature, for 
the purposes of this study, his autobiographical storytelling refers to any oral or 
written account by Casanova of any part of his life.68  The focus of much work about 
autobiography is the emergence of modern concepts of individualism and that theme 
is certainly pertinent to the present discussion. Further, Sheringham discusses the 
idea, common in that field, of the self as a textual construct (viii).  Casanova’s public 
self was a construct though this is a broader concept than the construct resulting 
from a written autobiographical text. This chapter does not purport to be an exercise 
in autobiography theory. An analysis of Casanova’s memoirs as text, considering his 
apparent shifts between different genres of life-writing and the relationship between 
the distinct but overlapping figures of autobiographer, narrator and protagonist, could 
mark a significant contribution to that field. However, these are not the foci of the 
discussion here.  An autobiography theorist would take as objects Casanova’s 
memoirs and shorter autobiographical writings. This chapter instead discusses 
Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling during his lifetime in all its forms with a view 
to understanding the objectives and outcomes of this practice as they are relevant to 
his well-knownness. Eakin observes that historians and social scientists attempt to 
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isolate the factual content of autobiography from its narrative matrix, while literary 
critics, seeking to promote the appreciation of autobiography as an imaginative art, 
have been willing to treat such texts as though they were indistinguishable from 
novels (3). I am attempting to do something in between; I acknowledge the art 
involved in the words Casanova used to tell his stories69 but also extrapolate from his 
autobiographical writings what one reasonably can about his well-knownness and his 
strategies for achieving it.  
 
I seek to better understand the relationship between his autobiographical storytelling 
and his well-knownness by considering how this practice was at once a form of self-
promotion and of entertainment. Relevant to the question of Casanova’s well-
knownness are his and his audiences’ expectations and the outcomes of these 
practices. Relevant to the history of celebrity is that, in Casanova’s historical context, 
this form of self-promotion worked and that it was a popular form of entertainment. 
To put it bluntly, there was a market for it. Brock observes that the expansion of print 
culture of the second half of the 18th century was the result of the reading public’s 
increasing demands to be “entertained by contemporary celebrities” (10). Consistent 
with this, Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling fed a public appetite for personal 
stories of extraordinary individuals. Importantly, autobiographical storytelling was, 
like the activities described in previous chapters, a strategy Casanova used to 
enhance his well-knownness.  Further, in acting as his own publicist, which he did, 
as will be shown below, he foreshadowed the role of cultural intermediaries in the 
production and management of celebrity. Just as Rojek has observed that cultural 
intermediaries concoct a public presentation of the celebrity that will result in an 
enduring appeal for the audience of fans (Celebrity 10), Casanova used 
autobiographical storytelling to create a public self which was appealing and keep 
himself in the public consciousness. Just as it was common for early 20th-century 
studio executives to give stars new names (Paramount Pictures selected the name 
Cary Grant for Archibald Leach), invented biographies (Tasmanian Errol Flynn was 
said by Warner Bros. to be from Ireland) and makeovers (Rita Hayworth’s hairline 
and colour were changed at the behest of Columbia Pictures), Casanova adopted a 
fictitious noble moniker, meticulously styled his appearance after fashionable nobles 
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and wrote his own back-story. This study hopes to show that his well-knownness 
was just as much about manipulation and artifice as celebrity from the 20th century 
onwards. 
 
In this chapter, I first say a word about construing Casanova as a seducer because 
this is the dominant theme of critical and fictional work about him, a useful way of 
understanding his autobiographical storytelling and a basis for looking at a few 
illustrative examples to better understand the consistent elements and outcomes of 
his autobiographical storytelling. There were countless instances of Casanova telling 
autobiographical stories throughout his life at social events, to friends, in 
correspondence and in published works. There is not room to discuss them all here. 
However, the related examples in the first section below are representative and I 
include further examples in the following sections. After a brief discussion of the 
seductive power of his autobiographical storytelling, I explain how his 
autobiographical storytelling was a sustained practice of self-promotion, a further 
parallel between Casanova and contemporary celebrities. Turning towards the 
audience and settings for his viva voce autobiographical storytelling, I consider how 
this was also a popular form of entertainment. This shows links to the market for 
celebrity in today’s society. It should be noted that emphasis is placed on 
Casanova’s viva voce performances as this was the form his autobiographical 
storytelling most commonly took and also on the stories of his escape from the 
Leads and his duel with Count Branicki as these were his most significant 
autobiographical stories in many ways. For completeness and by way of comparison, 
I say a few words about some specific examples of written autobiographical 
storytelling which were published during his lifetime. In the conclusion, I synthesise 
the key points from these sections and point to their implications for existing 
understandings of celebrity.  
 
Casanova, seducer 
Autobiographical storytelling was the tool Casanova deployed most frequently to 
seduce not only sexually but also to impress influential people, infiltrate aristocratic 
social groups and to gain impunity from sanction. He did so with remarkable 
success. Both Luna and Thomas observe that to tell episodes from his life was 
Casanova’s favoured method of seduction (Chantal Thomas Casanova: voyage 
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libertin 105; Luna Casanova mémorialiste 41). When attempting to seduce a person 
or group, he almost unfailingly told part of his life story.70 Conceiving of Casanova as 
a seducer is an overly simplistic reading of him if one conceives of seduction as the 
sexual seduction of women. However, if we construe seduction more broadly in 
terms of winning over an audience with a view to achieving something he wanted, 
then we can say, without being reductive, that he was a seducer and that 
autobiographical storytelling was his most powerful weapon.  A recurrent mise en 
abyme in Casanova’s memoirs is of him telling autobiographical stories to 
audiences. Below I consider some of the key examples and how these can be 
understood as instances of seduction.  
 
The first significant example Casanova gives of this occurred at Venice’s Castel San 
Andrea di Lido in 1742.71 When he was 18 and shortly after the death of his 
grandmother, he was taken there and held under arrest. On his third night in the fort, 
the senior officer, Major Pelodoro, invited Casanova to dine with him in company. 
Casanova’s describes the evening: 
Tout le monde s’étant démontré curieux de savoir l’histoire qui avait obligé M. 
Grimani à me faire mettre là-dedans, j’ai fait une narration détaillée et fidèle 
de tout ce qui m’était arrivé depuis la mort de ma bonne grand-mère. Cette 
narration m’a fait parler trois heures sans aigreur, et souvent plaisantant sur 
certaines circonstances qui autrement auraient déplu de façon que toute la 
compagnie allât se coucher m’assurant de la plus tendre amitié, et m’offrant 
ses services. (Casanova HDMV 1: 116) 
This is the first example of many where he used autobiographical storytelling to win 
the interest and favour of his audience. That Casanova should talk at his audience 
                                                          
70
 A notable instance of a failed seduction is the case of Voltaire. I believe this was due to Casanova’s 
departure from his tried and tested strategy of entertaining autobiographical storytelling. Though 
Casanova and Voltaire did initially ‘hit it off’ due to a shared passion for Italian poetry, this was short-
lived. Uncharacteristically, Casanova did not offer to Voltaire a performance of his autobiographical 
storytelling. Rather, he engaged Voltaire in discussions of poetry and religion with explosive results. 
71
 Marie-Françoise Luna writes that the first example of Casanova telling his life is when he was 16, 
telling Senator Malipiero of the end of his romance with Juliette Preati (Luna Casanova mémorialiste 
41). However, I choose to discuss the Castel San Andrea di Lido example as the first significant 
example because it demonstrates Casanova winning the friendship of a group of strangers through 
one instance of autobiographical storytelling. 
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for hours at a time attests to his skill as a storyteller and the public’s interest in 
autobiographical stories, the latter being highly significant to the history of celebrity.  
 
When he was in Corfu in 1745, he used one series of autobiographical narrative 
episodes to different seductive effect in different contexts. Before his arrival, he had 
been recommended to the governor of certain military buildings. This was most likely 
Giacomo da Riva, though he is identified by a pseudonym in the memoirs. Da Riva’s 
mistress, described by Casanova as “Mm F.” and most likely Andriana Foscarini, 
was, according to Casanova, remarkably beautiful. Of a moment when he was alone 
with her, he writes: 
...elle voulut que je lui conte toute la vie que j’avais menée après mon 
évasion. Je lui ai tout conté fidèlement excepté l’article des filles qui 
certainement ne lui aurait pas plu, et ne m’aurait pas fait honneur...Mme F. rit, 
et trouvant ma conduite toute admirable, elle me demanda si j’aurais le 
courage de réciter au provéditeur général la jolie histoire dans les mêmes 
termes. Je l’en ai assurée, si le général même m’en eût demandé la narration, 
et elle me répondit de me tenir prêt. (331) 
This example shows how Casanova editorialised the autobiographical material on 
which his story was based in order to ensure the self he presented to his audience 
was appealing. Later that evening, Casanova told further autobiographical stories to 
Mme Foscarini, including an erotic episode of his sexual encounter with a man, 
Ismail, after watching Ismail’s mistresses bathe:  
Elle m’engagea à lui conter tout ce qui m’était arrivé à Constantinople, et je 
n’ai pas eu lieu de me repentir. Ma rencontre avec la femme de Josouff 
l’intéressa infiniment, et la nuit que j’ai passé avec Ismail assistant au bain de 
ses maîtresses l’enflamma si fort que je l’ai vue ardente. Je gazais tant que je 
le pouvais; mais quand elle me trouvait obscur, elle m’obligeait à m’expliquer 
un peu mieux... (332)  
This private seduction was clearly sexual though his interaction with Mme Foscarini 
was here only verbal not physical. Casanova uses the typically 18th-century 
expression gazer. This connotes the libertine concept of tact and the idea of 
displaying but covering up at the same time. As Cryle writes of the genre, libertine 
texts seem to obey a double rule, namely, “Si la première est de refuser toute 
grossièreté, la deuxième est de ne pas proclamer ce refus à haute voix” (Cryle and 
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O'Connell 33). In a letter to Casanova written in 1790, the Prince de Ligne advised 
Casanova, in relation to his memoirs “Gazez vos plaisirs, si vous voulez : mais ne 
les voilez pas” (Ligne 91). Casanova demonstrated an awareness of the importance 
of tact. In particular, he reserved tales of his sexual encounters for appropriate 
audiences. For instance, when asked to recount the same episodes he had told to 
Mme Foscarini before a group, he refused: 
Au dessert, le général, après avoir écouté un mot que Mme F. lui dit à l’oreille, 
me dit qu’il écouterait volontiers ce qui m’était arrivé à Constantinople vis-à-
vis de la femme d’un Turc, et chez un autre dans la nuit à un bain. Fort surpris 
de cette question je lui ai répondu que c’était des fredaines, qui ne valaient 
pas la peine de lui être récitées, et il ne m’a pas pressé; mais j’ai trouvé 
incroyable l’indiscrétion de Mme F. qui ne devait pas faire savoir à tout Corfou 
de quelle espèce étaient les contes que je lui faisais tête à tête. (333, 34) 
The story which Casanova had told in the context of a private discussion was not 
suitable for a larger audience. Many would be surprised to learn that his two most 
successful autobiographical stories, the ones which were retold by people and in 
gazettes across Europe, had nothing to do with the sexual seduction of women.  
 
Continuing with the Corfu series, we will see how Casanova in fact shied away from 
the sexual when speaking before a group. His private discussion with Mme Foscarini 
was followed by a dinner hosted by da Riva at which Casanova also told 
autobiographical stories: 
Ce jour-là par hasard M.D.R. avait invité à souper beaucoup de monde, et 
naturellement j’ai dû en faire les frais, contant avec toutes les circonstances et 
dans le plus grand détail tout ce que j’ai fait après avoir reçu l’ordre d’aller aux 
arrêts à la Bastarde, dont le gouverneur M. Foscari était assis à mon côté. Ma 
narration plut à toute la compagnie, et on a décidé que le provéditeur général 
devait avoir le plaisir de l’entendre de ma bouche. (332)  
Thus, this performance led to Casanova telling his story to an even more important 
person. 
 
A few days later, Casanova was invited to speak to the general: 
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L’assemblée était fort nombreuse. J’entre en pointe de pieds, Son Excellence 
me voit, il déride son front, et il fait tourner sur moi les regards de toute la 
compagnie... 
- Ces dames sont curieuses de savoir de vous-même tout ce que vous avez 
fait depuis votre disparition de Corfou. 
- Me voilà justement condamné à une confession publique. 
- Fort bien. Prenez donc bien garde à ne pas oublier la moindre circonstance. 
Imaginez-vous que je n’y suis pas. 
- Au contraire; car ce n’est que de Votre Excellence que je peux espérer mon 
absolution. Mais l’histoire sera longue. 
- Dans ce cas le confesseur vous permet de vous asseoir. 
J’ai alors conté toute l’histoire, n’ayant omis que mes congrès avec les filles 
des bergers. (emphasis added) (333)  
Again, this omission shows that the recounting of stories of a sexual nature was not 
acceptable public discourse. Such stories were circulating in libertine texts of the 
time but these were ordinarily published anonymously and contravened censorship 
norms.  
 
This series of storytellings concluded successfully for Casanova: 
J’allais partir parce que l’on servait, lorsque le maître d’hôtel me dit que Son 
Excellence me permettait de rester à souper. J’eus l’honneur d’être assis à sa 
table; mais non pas d’y manger, puisque le devoir de répondre à toutes les 
questions qu’on me fit me l’empêcha. (333) 
This sequence demonstrates how he used the telling of episodes from the same 
period of his life to achieve several purposes: to entertain and create a positive 
impression upon Mme Foscarini, to arouse her, to impress the hosts and guests at 
two dinners and to gain access to increasingly important people as word of his 
storytelling ability spread. As a seduction tool autobiographical storytelling served 
him well. As Luna and Thomas have shown, this is one possible construction of 
Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling. It is a useful way of complicating the label 
of ‘seducer’ so readily applied to Casanova. Moving beyond those important 
contributions to Casanova scholarship, I consider two other instructive readings of 
Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling which are relevant to the question of his 
celebrity.  
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A means of self-promotion 
Self-promotion is a key part of modern celebrity culture, particularly in the present 
age of do-it-yourself celebrity. By his autobiographical storytelling, Casanova drew 
attention to himself, managed the public’s perception of him and created his own 
biography. It is not difficult to draw comparisons with the contemporary trend for 
celebrities to promote themselves. Just as television and sports stars create, 
distribute and literally sell episodes of their private lives (in the form of book deals 
and contracts with magazines for exclusive rights to interviews about personal 
stories or to photograph personal events such as weddings), Casanova also offered 
his personal stories for public consumption. The stories he told in public were about 
himself, highlighted his extraordinary personal attributes and were presented as true. 
Because his two greatest autobiographical stories were of criminal acts, they were 
exciting and scandalous and, therefore, by implication, so was Casanova. As already 
noted in the first chapter, scandalous behaviour was often a basis for widespread 
well-knownness in the 18th century. What Casanova offered to the public was not so 
different from what interests the editors of tabloid magazines nowadays; his 
personality, his personal stories, his acts of transgression. 
 
Most critics agree that autobiography was born in the 18th century. Though crediting 
him with the birth of a genre overlooks its rich history, Jean-Jacques Rousseau is 
typically named as the archetypal autobiographer (Lejeune L'autobiographie en 
France 12). The advent of a genre in which the author’s ego is so central is 
consistent with an emphasis on individual achievement observable throughout the 
18th century. This also suggests that an increasing number of people sought public 
recognition for who they were as opposed to only the occupation they carried out. 
Casanova’s desire for and conception of well-knownness were shaped by this shift. I 
suggest that the social, cultural and economic conditions which led to the rise of 
autobiography were also the drivers behind the emergence of Casanova’s well-
knownness. This climate, favourable for the rise of autobiography, equally facilitated 
the emergence of celebrity. Indeed, celebrity, being well-knownness grounded in 
personality, must be closely linked to the genre in which an author tells their personal 
story. As authors had begun to promote themselves, by writing their autobiographies 
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which the public avidly consumed, Casanova found that 18th-century society was 
hungry for his autobiographical stories. 
 
Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling was a powerful means of increasing his 
well-knownness. He maximised public interest in his personality by telling 
autobiographical stories in an entertaining way to many audiences. He self-
presented initially, catalysing the representation of himself by others in the way he 
wanted. Compare, for example, the fate of Balbi who was imprisoned in the Leads at 
the same time and escaped with Casanova. Balbi did not try to cultivate his well-
knownness though he had a similar story to tell. As Brock notes, not all who 
appeared in the public arena mastered “the mechanics of self-promotion” (10). 
Casanova’s version has been impressed upon posterity but Balbi could have 
generated a competing narrative in which he was the hero. However, there is little 
trace of Balbi following the escape. Casanova’s well-knownness was not, as shown 
in the third chapter, the result of the public’s reaction to his achievements in his 
occupation. Rather, it was the result of his own tireless self-promotion and personal 
invention. Importantly for the history of celebrity, Casanova’s self-promotion cause 
was taken up by others. 
 
In the case both of Casanova’s escape and duel, it became fashionable, a test of 
being informed to use Boorstin’s language, to have heard the story from Casanova’s 
own lips.  Those who already knew the stories from gazettes or from other people 
still asked Casanova to repeat them and he was often invited to social occasions for 
the purpose of telling these stories. For example, of waiting at the palais de Bourbon 
to see de Bernis, Casanova writes: “En attendant je me voyais obligé à faire partout 
où j’allais la narration de ma fuite; c’était une corvée, car elle durait deux heures” 
(Casanova HDMV 2: 16). Later, when Casanova was in Geneva, visiting Voltaire in 
1760, he writes that Voltaire’s niece asked him to tell the story of his escape (414). 
Similarly, when in Cologne in 1760, the Elector invited Casanova to dinner, saying 
that he hoped Casanova would afterwards tell the story of his escape (257). Of a 
dinner with two Venetian ambassadors, he writes: “Lorsque nous sortîmes de table, 
les ambassadeurs me prièrent de leur conter l’histoire de ma fuite des plombs, et je 
les ai contentés. La narration dura deux heures sans avoir été jamais interrompue.” 
(Casanova HDMV 3: 86, 87) A similar pattern occurred following Casanova’s duel 
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with Count Branicki in early 1766. In 1765, he had travelled to Poland where he 
managed to faufiler with the local aristocracy. Like the story of his escape from the 
Leads had done in Paris, the story of his duel cemented Casanova’s social success 
in Poland. After his duel, in which both Casanova and Branicki were injured, 
Casanova writes that, as he was tended to by a surgeon, he initially told the story to 
several Polish palatines and princes (465). He told it repeatedly in the subsequent 
days: “J’ai passé quinze jours, toujours invité à des dîners et à des soupers où on 
voulait partout m’entendre à réciter l’histoire du duel dans le plus grand détail. Le Roi 
y était souvent...” (474). Like the Leads escape, the story itself and word of 
Casanova’s ability to tell it well spread across Europe. When Casanova was in 
Leipzig, Count Zinzindorff whom he had known in Paris 12 years earlier asked the 
Princess of Aversberg, whom he was with whether she knew of Casanova’s duel; 
she said she had read of it in the gazettes. When Casanova visited them later on the 
same day, he was told she would like to hear him tell it: “L’après-dîner j’ai fait une 
visite au comte qui me pria d’entrer chez la princesse avec lui, qui serait charmée 
d’entendre de ma bouche même cette singulière aventure, et j’y suis allée avec 
beaucoup de plaisir. La princesse, très attentive à ma narration...” (498).  Similarly, 
when he was staying with friends in Louisbourg, he writes of this time: “On me plaint, 
voyant ma main un peu enflée; je narre à la compagnie l’histoire du duel, tout le 
monde m’aime” (528). What occurred on these occasions was more than the 
retelling of an event; Casanova was represented by a trans-European public as an 
interesting personality with whom direct interaction was desirable. As van Krieken 
writes of Rousseau, it was not only Rousseau’s philosophy which attracted attention, 
but his celebrity, the fact that it had become fashionable to know about and talk 
about Rousseau (4). This was a process of celebrification. The next chapter will 
examined the role the nascent celebrity press also played in this process. All parties 
had a vested interest – Casanova to achieve the privileges resulting from well-
knownness, his audiences to demonstrate to others that they were fashionable, 
informed, au courant and the press to sell newspapers. 
 
Apart from simply drawing the public’s attention, he used autobiographical 
storytelling to manage the public’s perception of him. He created and mediated his 
public self through this practice. He chose which stories he told and how he 
presented himself as storyteller and protagonist. Rather than hide his status as an 
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exiled criminal, Casanova emphasised it. The story of his escape from the Leads 
and his duel with Count Branicki were Casanova’s best known stories. He was 
invited to tell them everywhere he went in the months which followed the events and 
even years later.  It was an assumption in the unwritten contract between Casanova 
and his audience on such occasions that the story was true. It is verifiable by 
contemporaneous records that Casanova was incarcerated in the Leads for a time, 
that he left without the permission of the Venetian authorities who ordered his arrest 
and that damage to the prison consistent with his version of events was repaired 
(Casanova Pléiade 1321).  Beyond this, the details of Casanova’s account cannot be 
verified. Similarly, that he had a duel with Count Branicki and that both were injured 
seems likely. However, the historical record of the exact events of the duel and 
Casanova’s conversations with Branicki in the days before and after are 
predominantly the product of Casanova’s own account. The important point was that 
he presented these stories as autobiographical and the public accepted this. This 
meant that Casanova could editorialise and embellish these stories in order to 
influence the public’s perception of him. 
 
Casanova used autobiographical storytelling to promulgate his own version of events 
when it suited him. This is demonstrated by the example of a petition which 
Casanova wrote to the Austrian empress upon his expulsion from Vienna. He set out 
his version of the events supposedly necessitating his expulsion, copied it and 
allowed it to be passed around to numerous local nobles, many of whom asked him 
for copies (Casanova HDMV 3: 511, 13).  Casanova writes: “Campioni me fit qu’à 
Vienne personne ne doutait de la vérité de mon aventure dans les termes où je 
l’avais publiée” (emphasis added) (518). In this instance, it would seem that 
Casanova succeeded in persuading good society that he had not done anything for 
which he should be criticised. The phrase in italics is critical; the figure of Casanova 
which was consumed and disseminated by the public was, by and large, dans les 
termes où [il] l’avai[t] publiée. By writing circulars for distribution and telling his 
stories at length before society audiences, he ensured that his version of events was 
the one instilled in the public consciousness. He put his own spin on events in which 
he was involved; much like a celebrity’s publicist would do in response to a story 
which was potentially harmful to that celebrity’s reputation.  
 
 
 
141 
 
In this way, Casanova heavily contributed to the construction of his own biography. 
The current Casanova biography is based almost entirely on his own account of his 
life.  The most measurable example of him constructing his biography during his 
lifetime is the story that he was the illegitimate son of a Venetian patrician. Casanova 
promulgated the story that he was the son of Michele Grimani in his memoirs and in 
his roman à clef Né Amori, né Donne.... Though there is no evidence of this beyond 
Casanova’s own account, that Casanova was Grimani’s biological son has been 
accepted without resistance into the Casanova biography.72 That his father should 
be a Venetian noble and not an actor was consistent with the aristocratic persona he 
performed in public and would have justified the fact that he socialised predominantly 
with aristocrats. His autobiographical storytelling was a type of self-staging which 
recalls commentary by Marshall in relation to the celebrity’s online persona 
disseminated through social media. Marshall writes that the celebrity self is staged 
as both character and performance in online settings (40). Similarly, Casanova 
constructed his public persona both as the protagonist of his stories and also through 
his performance. He staged himself as protagonist in his story (who had the 
attributes of honour, physical strength, fortitude, bravery, daring, resolve) and also as 
performer (his appearance, language and manner). His assumed nobility was 
confirmed both by his behaviour and appearance in public and the content of his 
autobiographical stories. He was a master of self-invention. Autobiographical 
storytelling was a key means by which he impressed upon the public the version of 
himself he chose to perform in public settings. Not only is his desire for well-
knownness a symptom of the modern concept of individualism but the creative 
control he exercised over his public self is consistent with  the changed social and 
cultural conditions of his historical context. Casanova did not regard himself as 
constrained by his biography in terms of what roles he could play in public. The 
practice of self-invention in pursuit of well-knownness is another characteristic he 
shares with celebrity culture from the 20th century onwards. The next section 
describes how the 18th-century public readily consumed it. 
 
 
 
                                                          
72
 See for example the work of Marie-Françoise Luna (Casanova mémorialiste 34) and other 
Casanovists (Leeflang et al. 3). 
 
 
142 
 
A form of entertainment 
We are now in the age of reality television which is, in many ways, self-promotion as 
entertainment. People are filmed ostensibly acting out their own lives and this is 
broadcast on television as public entertainment. Significantly, the same interplay 
characterised Casanova’s practice of oral autobiographical storytelling. He was often 
invited to social occasions for the purpose of telling the story of his escape and duel. 
These personal stories of criminal acts made him a sought-after dinner guest 
because he provided the entertainment for the assembled guests. That Casanova 
should be permitted to speak uninterrupted about himself for an extended period 
demonstrates a marked public appreciation for autobiographical storytelling, 
particularly about criminal behaviour. Apart from further evidencing the individualist 
ethos of the period, this demonstrates public interest in non-intellectual discourse 
about unofficial people, that is to say those other than the monarchy, prominent 
aristocrats and government figures. Some celebrity theorists argue for the 
emergence of celebrity in 20th-century “human-interest journalism” (Mole 
Romanticism 3). However, the public desire for personal stories of exceptional 
individuals and the willingness of certain individuals to feed this desire by publishing 
autobiographical material in numerous forms was evident in the 18th century. By 
considering how Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling was a popular form of 
entertainment, we can see how culturally embedded this exchange was in his 
historical context. 
 
That Casanova could hold the attention of an audience for several hours at a time is 
borne out by the testimony of others. For example Prince Charles de Ligne writes of 
him: “s’il a quelque chose à raconter, comme, par exemple, ses aventures, il y met 
une telle originalité, naïveté, espèce de genre dramatique pour mettre tout en action, 
qu’on ne saurait trop l’admirer, et que sans le savoir il est supérieur à Gil Blas et au 
Diable boiteux.” (Ligne 86) De Ligne’s literary references locate Casanova’s 
storytelling in relation to two important French literary works of the 18th century. In Le 
Diable boiteux, published in 1707, the hero is transported by the devil to different 
houses and narrates what he sees therein. This narrative device means the novel is 
structured as a series of adventures and portraits of different types of people in quick 
succession and with no linear narrative relationship between them. De Ligne quite 
rightly associates Casanova’s episodic storytelling with adventures, portraits of a 
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wide range of people and diversity of content. Though he was asked to repeat the 
stories of his escape and duel many times, he did entertain audiences with a vast 
range of autobiographical episodes. Histoire de Gil Blas de Santillane, published 
from 1715 to 1735, is a major picaresque work. By comparing Casanova to the 
narrator and protagonist of this text, de Ligne locates Casanova’s storytelling within 
this genre. Indeed, de Ligne goes so far as to say that Casanova is superior, thus 
placing his storytelling skills above those of Alain-René Lesage, the author of both of 
these canonical French literary works. Similarly, Giustiniana Wynne, while calling 
him unbearable, admitted in a letter to Memmo that Casanova did recount the story 
of his escape admirably (Bolt 54). The young Clary of Teplitz, friend to the Waldstein 
family, described Casanova in his journal: “contant à merveille, intéressant, rarement 
ennuyeux” (International Casanova Society vol 20, p 18). Therefore, there is every 
reason to conclude that Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling did entertain his 
peers.  
 
The prevailing convention during this historical period was that conversation was 
usually the primary activity of a social occasion. In the 18th century, regarded as an 
“age of conversation”, conversation was conceived of as a group activity (Craveri 
and Waugh; Halsey and Slinn xi). According to d’Alembert’s essay on conversation 
which appeared in the Encyclopédie, ideally conversation should be légère and not 
dwell on one subject (Halsey and Slinn 7). However, Casanova frequently told 
lengthy, dramatic stories which were all about himself. Casanova mentioned another 
who talked uninterrupted for hours in such contexts, namely, the exotic figure Saint-
Germain: “Cet homme qui allait souvent dîner dans les meilleures maisons de Paris, 
n’y mangeait pas. Il disait que sa vie dépendait de sa nourriture, et on s’en 
accommodait avec plaisir, car ses contes faisaient l’âme du dîner.” (Casanova 
HDMV 2: 95) and “Il vint, il s’assit à table, et non pas pour manger, mais pour parler 
comme il faisait toujours. Il contait effrontément des choses incroyables qu’il fallait 
faire semblant de croire, puisqu’il se disait ou témoin oculaire, ou le principale 
personnage de la pièce” (145). Though he is writing of Saint-Germain, Casanova 
identifies a key element of his own storytelling – he was always the main character 
or eye witness. It would seem that, the telling of these types of stories, even if 
invented as was the case for Saint-Germain, was a popular form of entertainment. 
The genre of first person narratives of supposedly true ‘real life’ stories was an 
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alternative and popular form of discourse in good society. There are several reasons 
why Casanova and Saint-Germain were permitted to engage in this type of 
performance and why their audiences listened to them.  Writing of 18th-century salon 
culture, Lilti notes that foreigners were often sought out and welcomed for the 
novelty effect they brought in a world where ennui was a constant threat (Le monde 
des salons 143). Neither Casanova nor Saint-Germain told stories of major social or 
political significance; Casanova told amusing anecdotes and tales of criminal activity 
and Saint-Germain told fabulous stories of magic and the occult. That they were for a 
time such popular dinner guests suggests that there was an established audience for 
personal stories. That their well-knownness should spread across Europe suggests 
the public was fascinated with such personalities. This is perhaps evidence of a 
broader shift from social interaction as a group activity among equals to the elevation 
of certain individuals and the representation of those individuals as extraordinary. 
Again, this suggests the emergence of celebrity during this period as it is precisely 
this elevation of certain individuals which typifies celebrity culture. 
 
Casanova’s otherness, apparent from his physical appearance, Venetian accent and 
the Italianisms in his French, would have been novel in the aristocratic spaces in 
which he performed.  Before an audience of native Italian speakers, Casanova 
performed in Italian. However, in every other context, he performed in French. As 
notes Jean-Yves Beaurepaire of the 1750s, “c’est en français, langue de distinction 
sociale et d’élection mondaine, que l’on converse et que l’on s’écrit” (Le mythe de 
l'Europe française au XVIIIe siècle 100). Casanova’s learning of French was in 
keeping with the privileged status of French culture during the 18th century as well as 
a practical choice; French was the lingua franca of the international sphere (Chantal  
Thomas Giacomo Casanova: Three Episodes 358). This added an extra element to 
his performance. Casanova reports Crébillon the elder’s impressions of his 
storytelling: 
Pour un premier jour je trouve...que vous promettez beaucoup. Vous ferez 
des progrès rapides. Je trouve que vous narrez bien. Vous parlez français à 
vous faire parfaitement comprendre; mais tout ce que vous avez dit, vous 
l’avez prononcé par des phrases italiennes. Vous vous faites écouter, vous 
intéressez, et vous vous attirez par cette nouveauté une double attention de 
la part de ceux qui vous écoutent; je vous dirai même que votre jargon est fait 
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pour vous captiver le suffrage de ceux qui vous écoutent car il est singulier 
et nouveau; mais malgré tout cela, vous devez commencer demain, pas plus 
tard à vous donner toutes les peines pour apprendre à bien parler notre 
langue, car dans deux ou trois mois les mêmes qui vous applaudissent 
aujourd’hui commenceront à se moquer de vous. (Casanova HDMV 1: 567) 
So Casanova was told that his clumsy French was captivating but that his public 
would tire of it in a few months so he should learn to speak the language well. 
Though Casanova received French lessons from Crébillon, he never rid his French 
completely of Italianisms, as he himself admitted: 
J’enfante des phrases tournées à l’italienne, ou pour voir quelle figure elles 
font, ou pour en faire naître la mode, et souvent aussi pour attirer dans le 
piège quelque puriste, docte critique qui, ne connaissant pas de quelle 
humeur je suis, bien loin de me fâcher, m’amuserait. (Casanova di Seingalt, 
Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. Le Messager... 60) 
This somewhat paradoxical mixture of flair and linguistic imprecision which 
characterised Casanova’s expression made his performances unique. It made him 
an interesting personality. 
 
It is difficult to conceive of a social occasion apart from a theatrical or musical 
performance where those present would sit attentive, not speaking for hours at a 
time. Indeed, in some cities at the time, it was common for audiences to talk through 
concerts and plays. As noted by Marshall, performance in a public forum is critical to 
any public figure’s identity (139). The second chapter explained how the aristocratic 
domestic spaces in which Casanova typically performed were public fora. 
Casanova’s viva voce autobiographical storytellings were performances: an 
audience was gathered; sometimes expressly for the purpose of hearing Casanova 
tell his story; the audience was entertained; Casanova held their attention for an 
extended period; and in writing about these instances, Casanova demonstrates an 
awareness of his audience, costume, and the other live elements he manipulated as 
performer. Just as a performer would not appear on stage unless wearing the 
appropriate costume, Casanova styled his appearance carefully for all public 
appearances. Further, like a theatrical performance, the tempo of delivery was 
critical. Casanova’s memoirs contain a record of his interview with the Duke de 
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Choiseul in which he gives an insight into the importance of tempo.73 Choiseul asked 
Casanova how he managed to escape from the Leads, to which Casanova 
responded that it would take two hours to tell the story and he could see that 
Choiseul was busy (Casanova HDMV 2: 18). Choiseul then asked for Casanova to 
tell him in brief. Casanova says that the story, in its utmost abbreviated form takes 
two hours and that without the details, the story is not interesting. When pressed, 
Casanova did not agree to give an outline or abbreviated version but rather used a 
tactic ostensibly with a view to whetting his listener’s appetite: When asked to tell 
explain what the Leads were; Casanova responded that this would take 15 minutes 
to explain. Choiseul asked how Casanova pierced the roof; Casanova said that 
would take 30 minutes to explain. Choiseul asked how Casanova got to the roof. 
Casanova responded that this would take another 15 minutes to explain. Choiseul 
concluded: “Je crois que vous avez raison. Le beau de la chose dépend des détails. 
Je dois aller à Versailles. Vous me ferez plaisir vous laissant voir quelquefois. 
Pensez en attendant en quoi je peux vous être utile.” (ibid) This passage 
demonstrates how carefully timed the various parts of the story were. That implies 
not just a judgment about the importance of each section of the story but a careful 
measurement of tempo. 
 
Because he could perform them well, Casanova could use autobiographical stories 
as commodities which he traded to gain benefits in return. In Paris during his first 
visit, Casanova spoke to Msr de Lowendal whom Casanova describes as “ce fameux 
guerrier” (Casanova HDMV 1: 588). He writes that Lowendal and the Queen of 
France had a very serious conversation about the quality of a fricassee. Casanova 
explains the importance of hearing this: “Enrichi de cette anecdote, je vais la régaler 
chez [Silvia Balletti] à un élégant dîner où j’ai trouvé l’élite de l’agréable compagnie” 
(589). Using the term enrichi de, Casanova makes explicit how events which he 
witnessed or participated in were assets which he could use to procure favour, 
acclaim or other advantages by telling the story before the appropriate audience. 
Just as visual display and visibility were, as discussed in the first and second 
                                                          
73
 The duc de Choiseul denied having known Casanova personally. Casanova scholars are of the 
view that this episode did happen. De Choiseul’s denial may have been due to forgetfulness or 
because he wished to publicly distance himself from Casanova, an ever more disreputable figure as 
time passed. Even if it did not occur (I must say that I choose to believe it did), it is Casanova’s 
account of what he said or would have said that is important for the purposes of this study.  
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chapters, one way in which he accrued attention capital, autobiographical storytelling 
was another. Indeed, by being richly and attractively dressed in the public spaces 
which were the settings for his autobiographical storytelling, he deployed both means 
simultaneously. He used this attention capital to procure employment, money, 
favours, privilege and patronage. Just as good society was the audience for his 
visual display, this group was also the target audience for his autobiographical 
storytelling. That attention capital was valuable currency in this historical context is 
itself an indicator of a flourishing celebrity culture. The emphasis placed upon 
personal experiences goes hand in hand with the emergence of celebrity. It suggests 
that the public sphere was occupied by self-regarding individuals who were keenly 
interested in talking and hearing about others within that sphere. 
 
To that end, there was a symbiotic relationship between Casanova and the hosts of 
the events at which he spoke, as there would be between a theatre impresario and a 
lead actor. A few examples demonstrate this.  In Venice in 1750, Casanova was 
requested by an Inquisitor to speak to Senator Contarini dal Zoffo. After his 
interview, Casanova told the story of this interview to the guests Bragadin’s dinner 
that evening, writing: “la narration du dialogue égaya le dîner de M. de Bragadin” 
(543). As already mentioned, the Elector of Cologne asked him to tell the story of his 
escape at his dinner party. According to Casanova: “D’abord qu’il se leva de table il 
me pria de narrer toute l’histoire de ma fuite qui intéressa pendant deux heures toute 
la belle compagnie” (Casanova HDMV 2: 258). Not only did Casanova benefit from 
the occasion, by getting the opportunity to promote himself, but the host would also 
have been praised for securing the guests’ entertainment. In terms of the process of 
celebrification already mentioned in relation to Casanova and Rousseau, the host 
would have gained some cultural cachet by securing the appearance of the celebrity 
at the event. 
 
As discussed in the second chapter, the public spaces in which Casanova’s viva 
voce autobiographical storytelling took place facilitated the emergence of celebrity. 
They provided stages upon which he, Saint-Germain and other personalities could 
perform even though they had no measurable career, respectable occupation or skill 
in a recognised art. In such spaces, members of good society were assembled and 
waiting to be entertained. Unlike the setting of the theatre where the formal 
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entertainment was planned and described in programmes circulated in advance, to a 
large extent, the audience had to ‘wait and see’ what would happen. In these 
contexts, the stage was occupied by a series of improvised and ad hoc 
performances by those present or, in the case of Casanova and Saint-Germain, 
dominated by one. A stage was provided but which performers would occupy it, what 
the performance would look like and for how long it would last was a matter of 
negotiation between the assembled company in the given context. For example, 
writing of a dinner in Paris in 1750 hosted by the Balletti family, where the guests 
included the author Crébillon the elder: “Nous nous mîmes à table, et interrogé de ce 
que j’avais vu de beau dans Paris je leur ai dit tout ce que j’avais vu et appris... 
Après avoir parlé au moins deux heures...” (Casanova HDMV 1: 567). Had 
Casanova’s recounting of what he had seen and learned in Paris not been 
entertaining, the company would not have permitted him to dominate the stage for 
such a long time. Or, at the very least, he would never have been invited to dinner 
again.  
 
Casanova’s written autobiographical storytelling 
Later in his life, Casanova published several autobiographical writings. When living 
in Venice before his final exile, the two periodicals he wrote, Opuscoli Miscellanei 
and Le Messager de Thalie, contain autobiographical essays such as Il Duello and 
also autobiographical sections in the critical essays. Further, while subsequently 
living in Bohemia, he published the autobiographical story Histoire de ma fuite des 
prisons de la République de Venise qu’on appelle Les Plombs, écrite à Dux en 
Bohème l’année 1787. I believe that he tried to revive the celebrity status during the 
periods following his escape and his duel, by writing about these events in later life. 
Indeed, his autobiographical writing career did not commence until his oral 
autobiographical storytelling career had all but ended. Contrary to the significant 
cultural impact of his memoirs in this century,74 Casanova’s written autobiographical 
storytelling during his lifetime was not successful. The available evidence suggests 
that his strategy of using autobiography to increase his well-knownness worked most 
effectively in the context of oral performance. While his written storytelling was of a 
very oral style, it lacked the auditory and visual elements mentioned above.  
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 Evidenced by the huge sum paid for the manuscript by the Bibliothèque Nationale de France (see 
page 9). 
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According to Casanova, this made the written version inferior: “Mon lecteur connaît 
[the story of my escape], mais écrite elle n’est pas à beaucoup près si intéressante 
comme lorsque je la conte” (Casanova HDMV 2: 258). From what we can deduce of 
the relative lack of success of his written autobiography, it seems that these live 
elements were pivotal.  
 
His oral autobiographical storytelling was praised by his peers, word spread of it 
across Europe and he was invited to tell the stories of his escape and his duel over 
and over again. Reactions to his writings, including his autobiographical writings, 
were not so positive. Though Thomas Steidle, a Casanovist, wrote in the 1970s that 
Histoire de ma fuite was a huge success (International Casanova Society Casanova 
Gleanings vols 14 – 21 vol 15 1), there is no convincing evidence of this. Indeed, in 
his own article, he publishes the extract of a report from Bernard Zablocki to the 
Prussian court of 9 August 1791 quoted in the third chapter75 in which he reports that 
he purchased several copies of his Histoire out of pity for then impecunious 
Casanova. This is not consistent with this publication being a huge success. Several 
reasons for the relative lack of success of Casanova’s written autobiographical 
storytelling seem plausible. Firstly, the live elements of his oral performances (his 
appearance, facial expressions, gestures, modulation of voice and accent) were 
absent. Secondly, in order for written autobiographical storytelling to be successful, 
there needed to be a market of subscribers or purchasers. His oral performances 
were able to take place more opportunistically; word spread more informally. As a 
platform for self-promotion and a form of public self-expression, Casanova more 
deftly handled the media of oral performance in public spaces. 
 
Another reason for the relative lack of popularity of Casanova’s written 
autobiographical publications is that they were published at times when his attention 
capital was low, his celebrity status had dwindled. The public was interested in 
reading written testimonials of his adventures in the period immediately after the 
event occurred but clearly not so interested to purchase his autobiographical writings 
published near the end of his life. These written testimonials which were popular 
were not commercially published texts but circulars intended to be read by one 
                                                          
75
 See page 100. 
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person, copied and passed around to others. The first example of him using this type 
of media occurred when he was in Borgo de Valsugana just after his escape from 
the Leads. He writes that he spent the whole of the following day in his hotel 
“écrivant sans sortir du lit plus de vingt lettres à Venise, dont dix à douze circulaires 
où je narrais ce que j’avais dû faire pour me faire donner dix sequins” (Casanova 
HDMV 2: 6).  Shortly thereafter when he was in Paris, de Bernis told him the version 
of his escape as M.M., the nun from Murano with whom Casanova and de Bernis 
had an intimate affair à trois, understood it. However, Casanova said the details 
were incorrect and so wrote an amended version so that de Bernis could give it to 
M.M.. He also urged de Bernis to copy it and use it as he could to garner the interest 
of people who might be useful to him (17). One of the useful people to whom de 
Bernis gave a copy of the story was the Marquise de Pompadour (ibid). When 
Casanova met her, he writes that she says she was very interested to read the story 
(27). Casanova intended that these testimonials would be passed around so his 
story would be spread. Later when he was still in Paris in 1759, he writes that 
Giustiniana Wynne whom he knew from Venice had learned of his escape from his 
letter to Casanova’s friend and her lover Andrea Memmo: “votre prodigieuse fuite 
nous a fait le plus grand plaisir...Nous en avons appris les circonstances dans une 
lettre de seize pages que vous avez écrite à M. Memmo” (141). Thus often 
Casanova would write autobiographical stories in correspondence which was 
intended to be copied and passed around to many people. As the example reaching 
the Marquise de Pompadour confirms, these played an important role in increasing 
his well-knownness. Once he had a degree of attention capital as a result of his 
escape, he fuelled public interest by telling the story in great detail and repeatedly to 
many people. He further satisfied the public’s curiosity by writing circulars which 
could be passed around. This print media was not unlike articles penned by 
celebrities today about a personal trauma or success; it is a detailed, written account 
from the protagonist’s perspective of a significant event in their life which is ready by 
numerous people, most of whom are not known to that person. The emergence of 
this media is consistent with the broadening of the scope of journalism in the 18th 
century which will be considered in the following chapter. It suggests a public interest 
in personal stories of exceptional individuals and an increasing desire for a more 
intimate relationship with those people, that is to say interest in a personal 
testimonial over and above the reporting of the facts of events.  
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Conclusions 
Casanova frequently told autobiographical stories in public and published a number 
of autobiographical works. His oral autobiographical storytelling was a form of 
entertainment that was most successful when he had a dramatic and spectacular 
personal story to tell. It was also self-promotion through which he accumulated 
attention capital which could then be converted into other forms of capital. This 
hybrid of entertainment and self-promotion undoubtedly increased his well-
knownness. It resulted in invitations to other events and caused him to be talked and 
written about by good society across Europe. This suggests that there was a public 
interest in personalities, personal stories or, in other words, a market for celebrity. 
That members of good society so often listened to Casanova’s autobiographical 
storytelling, together with the advent of written autobiography in this period, suggests 
that autobiographical stories were part of a celebrity culture avidly consumed at this 
time. It suggests that his historical context really was an age of personality. 
 
Casanova frequently telling autobiographical stories in public bespeaks the same 
“thirst for popularity that some might call narcissistic” which entertainment industry 
magazine, Variety, described in relation to “new-style Internet entertainment” in 
which “the storytelling itself is all about the creator” (Spangler 34). Like modern 
online stars, Casanova used the platform available to him to promote himself. 
Demonstrating an awareness of the importance of public opinion, he created his 
public self, that is to say invented his biography, highlighted certain aspects of his 
personality, downplayed others and crafted an appealing character for public 
consumption. His live performances shared many generic conventions of theatrical 
performances and were popular across Europe. The audiences for this hybrid of self-
promotion and entertainment were the public for the production and consumption of 
celebrity. Casanova’s self-centred performances established him as a celebrity in 
that they resulted in a type of well-knownness which increased rapidly, was closely 
connected to his personality, and was unrelated to achievement in a career and from 
which he derived wealth and social power. 
 
While we might be tempted to think that the 18th century was a time in which 
substance, erudition and content were the primary characteristics of culture, the 
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present case study suggests that the trivial, the visual and the entertaining were just 
as important. That Casanova could hold an audience interested in a story about 
himself, a story of a criminal act in the cases of his most well-known stories, 
suggests that 18th-century society was not predominantly interested in the manifest 
deeds of great men as is assumed in most celebrity studies. On the contrary, there 
was intense interest in personal stories of transgression and criminality. Casanova’s 
oral autobiographical storytelling was self-promotion as entertainment and it was 
most effective in increasing his well-knownness. If the social and cultural conditions 
at the time were not ripe for the reception and encouragement of this type of generic 
complex then this strategy for increasing his well-knownness would have failed. The 
reason it worked so effectively was because the public wanted it.  
 
Reprising the discussion from the previous chapter, we might say that Casanova’s 
primary occupation was being a celebrity. When he did try his hand at meritorious 
deeds, he usually failed. When he wrote or talked about things which weren’t 
autobiographical, the public wasn’t interested. However, when he performed a 
glamorised version of himself in public and gave the public details of his private life 
and dramatic criminal acts in the form of direct, personal testimonial, his fortunes 
increased. Understanding how his autobiographical storytelling was self-promotion 
speaks to Casanova’s motivations and the very personal type of well-knownness he 
sought to achieve. Understanding how it was also a popular form of entertainment 
shows that there was a market for this type of personality driven well-knownness. 
The elements of these two genres resemble some of the strategies and means now 
observed in the development of a celebrity’s public self in contemporary celebrity 
culture. The interplay between them which Casanova negotiated so successfully 
foreshadows the contemporary market for celebrity.  
 
This strategy could not have been effective without the participation of others. Many 
of the public spaces in which he performed were hosted and guests assembled by 
other people. Those who saw his performances told others about them, which 
resulted in him being invited to repeat those performances in other contexts. In 
relation to his circulars, these were copied and passed around by other people. The 
representation of Casanova as a celebrity was a complicit process between 
Casanova, host and public. There was a symbiotic or mutually beneficial relationship 
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between Casanova and his host: the former gained access to a social network which 
would otherwise not be available to him and the latter the recognition which follows 
from hosting a successful event. Both, Casanova for his stories and the host for 
bringing Casanova and the guests together, increased the likelihood of their being 
talked about. When describing the relationship between the celebrity and the salon, 
Van Krieken has observed that the celebrity could draw a crowd and so enhance the 
attractiveness of the salon but would also increase their own visibility in the process 
(24). This participation by the host in representing Casanova as an interesting 
personality with an interesting autobiographical story to tell is a mode of 
representation by which Casanova was celebrified. Casanova essentially 
commodified himself through autobiographical storytelling; he made his own 
personality a product available for public consumption. Those who hosted dinners at 
which he was a guest, those who asked him to tell his story, those who listened to 
him, and those who repeated that story to others participated in this process. This 
suggests an active celebrity culture in the 18th century, outside the theatrical and 
literary celebrity circles which have already been the subject of analysis by 18th-
century scholars. This is an important aspect of the history of celebrity and suggests 
that celebrity studies writers should consider earlier historical contexts in their 
theorisation of celebrity. 
 
The peaks in Casanova’s well-knownness coincided with the periods immediately 
after carrying out physically challenging, criminal acts. It was following his escape 
and his duel that Casanova was most widely talked about. The stories in question 
were remarkable because of their criminality and implied that Casanova was a 
person who broke the rules to which others conformed. This recalls an observation 
made by Rojek of celebrities: stars do what the rest of us are too frigid or timid to try 
(Fame Attack 37). As nowadays when a celebrity has been involved in an accident, 
recovered from a serious illness or been arrested, there is a spike of interest in their 
personality, a flood of interview requests and a proliferation of reports in the tabloid 
press about that celebrity. In a similar way in the case of Casanova, the combination 
of a dramatic story with his well-practised self-promotion skills resulted in peaks in 
his well-knownness. That the rise of autobiography should coincide with the 
popularity of Casanova’s viva voce autobiography as it were is not coincidental. The 
social and cultural conditions favouring competition between individuals, worldly 
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recognition for individual achievement and the emergence of the modern public 
sphere contributed to the rise of these two related genres of expression. Casanova 
had an overwhelming desire to share his personal stories with the public and there 
was clearly a public appetite for this kind of storytelling.  This interest in individual 
lives and the desire among individuals to tell their stories suggest a strong emphasis 
on individuality during the 18th century and also that there was the scope for 
individual distinction. It also confirms that such distinction was possible outside the 
traditional route of an occupation. Being an interesting person was a potential claim 
to well-knownness. 
 
Casanova’s autobiographical storytelling demonstrates both that he was a celebrity 
(as it establishes public interest in his private life) and also that celebrity was a 
discursive mode of representation to use Turner’s language (in the way that 
Casanova was represented by himself, his host and his audience as an exceptional 
person whose personal story warranted attention). Writing in 2001, Rojek observes 
that no celebrity now acquires public recognition without the assistance of cultural 
intermediaries who operate to stage-manage celebrity presence in the eyes of the 
public (Celebrity 10). While Casanova did not formally engage professional 
intermediaries in the roles with which we are now so familiar (such as publicist, 
stylist, personal trainer etc.), as set out above, he was assisted in his self-promotion 
by others. Though Casanova did not engage a publicist, Brock notes that those in 
the second half of the 18th century did have the option of employing a professional 
publicist to manipulate the media, the notion of publicity having gained currency by 
this point (11). In any event, some recent celebrity studies suggest the intervention of 
formal cultural intermediaries is less important in the production and reception of 
celebrity in recent years. For example the discussion about reality television stars 
who ‘play themselves’ and so who are foregrounded in the ‘famous for being famous’ 
debate (James  Bennett and Holmes 74).  The most recent means for the production 
of celebrity implicate the celebrity more heavily in their own celebrification. Through 
social media, individuals engage in an expression of the self that is not entirely 
interpersonal and not entirely mediated and representational (Marshall 35). 
Nowadays, celebrities are more implicated in the communication with the public than 
before. Casanova performed himself in similar ways to the celebrity’s Facebook or 
Twitter persona at once disavowing any process of mediation and promising to 
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expose his private self.  Writing in 2010, Marshall notes that celebrities are allowing 
themselves to expose their lives further in order to gain a following (41). Casanova’s 
public autobiographical storytelling functioned in a similar way in his historical 
context; he cultivated interest in himself by exposing himself publicly. Like the 
autobiographer, he appeared to offer the public some of his private self. Marshall 
notes that celebrity culture is now poised between representational structures and a 
presentational culture (45). Casanova’s self-staging is much more similar to this 
presentational trend than celebrity controlled by the public relations industry evident 
in the first half of the 20th century. Celebrity is now undergoing a particular cultural 
moment as a result of the advent of social media. Casanova’s self-presentation in 
public is most similar to the most recent permutations of celebrity. We are now 
witnessing an apparent reversion to ostensibly more direct self-creation in public; a 
more sophisticated public, which has tired of seeing the puppeteer’s strings, is 
demanding the celebrity perform without the aid of intermediaries. In fact, what 
seems to be occurring is an evolution of the intermediary industry identified by Rojek 
such that celebrities can now call upon social media reputation management 
specialists. Nonetheless, more direct avenues of communication between the public 
and celebrities have developed and increasingly celebrities appear to represent 
themselves, even if in fact they are supported by an ever more sophisticated team of 
intermediaries behind the scenes. As the present case study confirms, this 
performance of the self, while seemingly more direct and ‘real’, involves just as much 
calculation and manipulation and perhaps even more because it is less overt and is 
couched as communication. 
 
The chapters up to this point have focused upon the active steps Casanova took to 
cultivate his well-knownness and control the public’s perception of him. However, 
these matters were not entirely within his control. Once Casanova had performed in 
public, he was open to be praised, criticised, satirised, and parodied to different 
degrees. These are all examples of representation. In one sense, we have hitherto 
traversed matters within Casanova’s control, that is to say aspects of his own 
behaviour. The next chapter focuses on those which were not: what others wrote 
and said about him. His well-knownness spread through a multiplication of 
representations by others. The next chapter examines the results of the strategies 
considered in the chapters so far or, in other words, Casanova’s “public image”.    
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Fifth Chapter: Casanova’s “public image” 
 
Ne trouvez pas extraordinaire que je vous fasse part d’une aventure qui m’a 
causé beaucoup de chagrin et qui en même temps fit parler beaucoup de moi 
dans cette capitale. Ayant l’honneur d’être connu de vous, je me crois en devoir 
de vous en informer pour que vous soyez en état, dans l’endroit où vous vivez, 
de confirmer ce qu’on pourra vous en dire de vrai et rire des broderies avec 
lesquelles on orne souvent ces sortes d’aventures.76 (Casanova di Seingalt, 
Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 3 - 4. 14) 
 
Introduction 
Before embarking on a discussion of Casanova’s “public image”, I will first explain 
what I mean by that term and why such a discussion is important. Beginning with the 
first of these two issues, Casanova’s “public image” means the images and 
discourses associated with him by the public during his lifetime. This begs the 
question, why do I define this expression, commonly used in relation to well-known 
people, in this way? The response is that this most accurately describes what we 
mean when we talk about a celebrity’s “public image” even though critical and 
popular discourse about celebrity often uses the shorthand “image” and tends to 
focus on visual images such as photographs of celebrities and film posters. Even 
then, the conditions of publicity, multiplicity and discursiveness are implicit. The 
theorisation of celebrity would be richer if the ambiguity around the use of the term 
“image” were resolved and the importance of discourse, including the 
discursivisation of visual images were more fully investigated. My definition of public 
image recognises some important distinctions which are not always acknowledged in 
contemporary celebrity theory. The terms “image” and “public image” are used 
interchangeably in popular discourse. Critical discourse in relation to contemporary 
celebrity culture can be similarly imprecise and often conflates visual images with 
broader and more complex sets of representations. Much of that work focuses 
heavily on visual images. An obvious reason for this is the abundance of such 
images of celebrities from the 20th century onwards. This is reflected in the most 
common theorisation of celebrity as a by-product of the emergence of technologies 
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 Extract of a draft of a letter from Casanova most likely to Count Max Lamberg with an estimated 
date of February 1768. 
 
 
157 
 
which facilitated the mass-production and rapid dissemination of visual images.77  
Focussing on visual images has a necessarily limiting effect on the historicisation of 
celebrity, as there were many fewer visual images created prior to the 20th century. It 
also limits the discussion of celebrity itself. We can understand this further by turning 
to consider how “image” has been understood to function in existing literature on 
fame and celebrity. Writing in the 1960s, Braudy argues that whatever political, 
social or psychological factors influence the desire to be famous, they are enhanced 
by and feed upon the available means of reproducing “the image” (4). In the 1980s, 
Boorstin writes that the celebrity is distinguished by “his or her image” (61) and that 
the production of celebrities is facilitated by the ability to make, preserve, transmit 
and disseminate “precise images” (13). The singular “image” and this technical 
language suggest that Braudy and Boorstin are referring to facsimile visual images. 
However, this is misleading. Even if they do mean to refer only to visual images, 
these clearly become discursivised through commentary by the press and discussion 
by the public; they are pictorial representations which form the basis of discussions 
about a celebrity. In any event, a celebrity’s public image is not only comprised of 
visual images; it can be shaped and amplified by textual accounts. For example, a 
news story that a certain celebrity is a paedophile would be considered damaging to 
a celebrity’s public image. Other theoretical discussion makes clear that when talking 
of a celebrity’s “image”, what is in fact under discussion are images and discourses 
associated with that celebrity by the public. Writing in the mid-1990s, Gamson 
correctly observes that a key theme in Western traditions of fame is the controlling of 
“one’s image” (17). Writing in 2012, Rojek argues that the purpose of cultural 
intermediaries is to build “a public image” of the celebrity that ultimately carries high 
approval ratings with the public (Fame Attack 83). The image which is controlled and 
built must denote a collection of images and discourses which are dynamic and 
capable of manipulation by professional intermediaries. Here I resist the urge to 
conflate, either linguistically or conceptually, a visual image and a person’s public 
image. This is easy to do in the 20th and 21st century context of photography, print 
journalism and now online media which are filled with visual images. Visual images 
have overtaken the discussion of celebrity to the point where the root cause of 
celebrity is said to be technologies for the reproduction and rapid dissemination of 
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visual images. This is an unsatisfactory account of celebrity for numerous reasons 
chief among them being that well-knownness closely connected to appearance and 
visibility predates photography.  Even in the present age of almost instant 
dissemination of visual images, discursive accounts and textual representations are 
important elements of the production of celebrity. 
 
It is important to talk about Casanova’s public image for two reasons. The first of 
these is that it enhances our understanding of his well-knownness. As already seen, 
Casanova was regularly in public, attending social events, being visible in the spaces 
described in the second chapter or telling autobiographical stories as shown in the 
previous chapter. He strategised to draw the attention of the public and to shape the 
public’s perception of him. The result of that activity was his public image.  Having a 
recognisable public image is crucial to my claim that Casanova was a celebrity. 
Unless Casanova’s public activities resulted in a collection of representations, if they 
were not somehow reproduced and disseminated, then only his immediate audience 
would have been aware of him. For Casanova to have been well known to the point 
that he could be conceived of as a celebrity, he must have been talked about and 
written about by a broader group of people. So the ability to identify a set of images 
and discourses associated with Casanova by the public during his lifetime goes 
some way to establishing his celebrity status. Further, an analysis of the images and 
discourses themselves allows us to see how his strategies considered in the 
previous chapters translated into the public’s perception of him. His public image is 
thus a measure of the extent and nature of his well-knownness. 
 
The second reason why it is important to discuss Casanova’s public image is that 
this has significant consequences for the history of celebrity. In locating the images 
and discourses associated with Casanova, I consider gossip and the print media of 
the 18th century. One of my key findings is that the so called celebrity press came 
into being in the 18th century with the proliferation of trivial, knowing articles about 
contemporary personalities. Weekly and daily periodicals reported not only on 
political events but fashions, scandals and the romantic entanglements of well-
known people. In other words, gossip was industrialised and, as noted in the 
Introduction, this is an apt definition of the celebrity press. Casanova and others 
were represented by this emerging press in ways generically similar to discussion of 
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celebrities today; that is to say by pejorative discourse, commentary on their private 
lives, fascination with their appearance and the attribution of notorious and 
glamorous status. As the discussion below will demonstrate, Casanova was 
represented in ways which were at once typical of the 18th century and also 
amounted to a system of celebrification.  As the public spaces described in the 
second chapter permitted good society to engage in patterns of visibility, this system 
allowed that visibility to be conveyed to others beyond the immediate spectators. 
These findings demonstrate the operation of a recognisable celebrity culture in the 
18th century, not widely acknowledged in the critical literature. 
 
The emergence of the celebrity press  
At the outset, it is important to note that, in the 18th century, there were no mass 
media in the sense that this phrase is understood today. The reading public was 
small, relative to the overall population. The Mercure de France, one of the most 
widely read gazettes, had, in 1763, only 1,600 subscribers of whom one third lived in 
Paris (Habermas 67). Therefore, the readership of written news did not comprise 
almost the entire population as it does today. Further, the state of technology in the 
18th century was not such that written material or visual images could be reproduced 
with the immediacy or on the huge scale associated with today’s print and online 
media. Additionally, the process of censorship which prevailed in Europe impeded 
the press both in terms of what could be published and also the speed with which it 
could be done (Minois 249). This did change over the course of the century but, if 
one is searching for equivalence in terms of scale, speed of production and the 
nature of the news reported in the print media between the 18th century and the 
present, this will not be found. Nonetheless, the emerging print media had begun to 
play a similar role. Further, the reading public did markedly expand during the 18th 
century. For example, the Journal de Paris was published daily from 1777, an edition 
was printed overnight and ready for readers every morning (Lilti Figures publiques. 
100). It initially had 2,500 and then 5,000 subscribers (ibid). As Brock notes in 
relation to literary celebrity of the period, the reading public was “vast” (7). During 
Casanova’s lifetime there was a significant increase in the regularity, readership and 
content diversity of print journalism. The result was the advent of a new genre of 
journalism: the celebrity press.  
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Apart from the spike in periodical publications and readers in the 18th century, the 
type of reporting significantly changed.  There were not just scientific and literary 
periodicals. Throughout the 18th century, the press began increasingly to report 
about social events, the romantic relationships of well-known people and fashion in a 
similar way to the celebrity press today. For example the Journal de Paris reported 
on the news of the day, the weather, court cases, recent events at the Academy, 
spectacles (plays, musical performances and concerts), the arrivals of well-known 
people to the city, the deaths of well-known people, royal declarations, fashions, the 
movements of the royal family (for example, the king and queen’s health and which 
spectacle the queen had recently attended and with whom), publications (new 
books, new translations of classical works, scientific dictionaries), reviews of artistic 
works, commentary on performances of particular actors, advertisements for tutors 
and lottery results. Particularly in the latter half of the 18th century, the press reported 
not only official news but also the latest hairstyles, what people wore, amusing 
anecdotes from social events and on theatrical and musical performances, for 
example, important people in the audience, the main actors and the audience’s 
reaction. These were predominantly textual documents in the sense that they did not 
contain many pictures, if any. However, while not filled with pictures like today’s 
tabloids, textual accounts of visual images were increasingly common in the 
newspapers of the period such as the descriptions of the latest fashions. Some 
extracts which appeared in the Journal de Paris in 1777 demonstrate: “Modes – Il 
paroît que la couleur puce n’est plus tant en usage pour les robes des femmes : 
plusieurs commencent à préférer la couleur chamois” ("Journal de Paris" 7 January 
1777). This is a textual description of dresses fashionable women were then 
wearing. Another example demonstrates: “Modes – La Coiffure la plus nouvelle est 
une espèce de Casque à jour, de velours noir, délicatement brodé sur le fronton & 
sur les diadêmes, en paillettes d’or ; la crête est surmontée à la Romaine, de dix 
plumes d’Autruche, mouchetées d’yeux de Paon. Cette Coiffure s’appelle une 
Minerve, n’a encore paru que pour les parties de traîneaux de la Cour.” ("Journal de 
Paris" 10 January 1777). Again, this is a textual description of a hairstyle. The 
generic conventions of present day journalism mean that nowadays such a 
description would be accompanied by a photograph. However, though not 
photographs or sketches, these textual accounts were nonetheless visual. The 18th-
century press came to play an important role in representing the visual display 
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discussed in the second chapter.  As Brock writes of the actress and writer Mary 
Robinson, “Her high public visibility, coupled with the exactness of detail reported in 
the papers and periodicals, allowed Robinson’s fashions to circulate throughout all 
levels of London society and ensured the possibility of imitation and reproduction of 
women of all classes” (91). It is important to note that these reports comprised 
“lengthy descriptions” of Robinson’s clothes (90). Also of Robinson, Mole observes 
that her public appearances were underwritten by her appearances in print 
(Romanticism 188). Though textual as opposed to pictorial, these were nonetheless 
visual images. In writing the history of print journalism, widely recognised as 
significant to the history of celebrity, we must acknowledge the different ways in 
which visuality was conveyed prior to the advent of photography. Then we can see 
significant similarities between the 18th-century press and that of the 19th and 20th 
centuries, so often regarded as the facilitators of celebrity. The 18th-century public 
was fascinated with what well known people looked like, what they wore and how 
they did their hair well before the advent of photography.  
 
That periodicals like the Journal de Paris reported on fashions was consistent with a 
general trend toward the reporting of unofficial news, in other words, more trivial 
matters. Lilti observes that historians have overlooked the numerous periodicals 
which emerged during the 18th century which focussed on “l’actualité mondaine et 
culturelle au sens large” and have instead directed their attention towards the literary 
newspapers and political gazettes (Lilti Figures publiques. 77). Numerous 
newspapers emerged which informed readers about new literary publications, 
spectacles, anecdotes on the public and private lives of well-known people as well 
as the major political events (ibid). Of the 18th-century English papers, Casanova 
wrote: “Voilà la raison que les feuilles anglaises sont séduisantes: elles jasent sur 
tout ce qui arrive à Londres, et elles ont le talent de rendre intéressantes des 
bagatelles” (Casanova HDMV 3: 162). The language used here is worthy of 
discussion as it adds colour to this new genre of journalism which emerged at this 
time. According to the 1740 and 1762 editions of the Dictionnaire de l’Académie 
française, the figurative meaning of jaser during the 18th century was to reveal 
something which one should keep secret. This implies that what the papers reported 
was in the nature of gossip, that they revealed to the reader the secrets which some 
would have preferred to remain private. It is also worth noting that the term is used to 
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describe the chattering of birds such as parrots. Casanova’s use of jaser confirms 
the trivial nature of the news reported; to say that newspapers “chattered” about 
what was going on in London connotes trivial, casual, light conversation and not 
edifying commentary on significant events. The contemporaneous dictionary 
definitions call to mind the colloquial English expression “blab”. As a genre of 
communication, blabbing is informal, personal and can be clandestine, if used in the 
sense of revealing a secret. It is easy to see this type of reporting as the forerunner 
to today’s celebrity press, for example the “chatty” editorial style of Heat magazine 
and the sensationalist reporting of the TMZ and Perez Hilton websites whose content 
is primarily the personal scandals of celebrities and Hollywood gossip. Both 
Casanova’s English papers and these online publications aim to amuse their readers 
rather than inform them about events of great social and political importance. The 
lightness of the former preceded the brash informality of the latter. 
 
The second term used in the above extract which warrants discussion is bagatelle. 
According to the 1740 and 1762 editions of the Dictionnaire, this term was mostly 
used in the figurative sense of something frivolous and unimportant. Its literal 
meaning was something cheap and unnecessary. Further, it could also be used to 
indicate something one didn’t believe. Again, to describe the English papers as 
reporting on bagatelles implies the complex representational process in which they 
were engaging. The papers which Casanova so enjoyed reading did not contain 
ordered, factual accounts of news. Indeed, his use of bagatelle suggests that it was 
not even certain whether the matters reported even occurred. When we note that 
Casanova also describes these publications as séduisantes, it is not difficult to 
construe them as blurring the lines between information and entertainment.  So we 
can see that, during the 18th century, the press had taken on the role of amusing, not 
just informing readers. This could be interpreted either as a by-product of the public’s 
increasingly voracious appetite for news (and the journalists’ consequent broadening 
of the scope of events upon which they reported). Alternatively, it might be the result 
of the public’s increasing fascination with what could be viewed as more trivial 
matters such as fashion and appearance. Arguably, these two go together. 
Significantly, it suggests that the shift towards an expectation that the journalist’s job 
is to create the news occurred much earlier than the latter part of the 19th century 
which is where Boorstin locates it (8, 57).  
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Greater press freedom relative to Europe meant that England led the way with 
regard to this type of journalism. Brock observes that the “astonishing advancement 
of print culture in Britain was endlessly remarked upon by European visitors” (11). 
Minois writes of the period that one could not count upon French periodicals to write 
about unofficial famous people or to publish scandalous information about famous 
people (250). This was because of France’s censorship laws which, while they did 
change over the course of the 18th century, meant that French journalists were a 
step behind their English colleagues in terms of what they could write about well-
known people. For example, the St James Chronicle revealed in 1762 that courtesan 
Nelly O’Brien was the new mistress of Lord Bolingbroke (Lilti Figures publiques. 83). 
This is a perfect example of the 18th-century celebrity press in action. During 
Casanova’s lifetime, a genre of publication emerged with the characteristics of 
regularity of publication (daily), rapid production (overnight), visuality (though usually 
conveyed textually), diversity of content, triviality, amusing in tone and, crucially, 
which reported on the private lives of well-known people. The celebrity press was 
and remains both textual and visual. Though seemingly contradictory ideas, the 
reading of articles about celebrities is an act of voyeurism. The reader peeps through 
a window into the private life of the celebrity. Visuality can be conveyed through 
photographs or textual accounts and photographs are in any event accompanied by 
written commentary. Mole writes of Mary Robinson’s theatrical celebrity in Romantic 
Britain:  
For Robinson to be a celebrity in the modern sense...it was not enough for her 
simply to be mentioned in the press, represented in portraits, engraving and 
caricatures, or seen on stage and in public. The extensive circulation of her 
name and image had to be accompanied by a discourse that convinced her 
audience that, when they encountered her performed or mediated identity, 
they were entering into a form of relationship with her authentic self; that when 
they read her writings, they were coming to know her as a person. 
(Romanticism 190)  
After all, it is these ideas of false intimacy and public fascination with personal lives 
that permeate current theorisations of celebrity. Lilti observes in his history: “La 
célébrité ne se réduit pas à la visibilité et à la présence d’images: elle se nourrit tout 
autant de récits, de discours, de textes, comme en témoigne aujourd’hui la presse 
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people infiniment bavarde” (Lilti Figures publiques. 76). As Mole notes, celebrities 
structure public discourse in that they provide a topic about which everyone can 
have an opinion (Romanticism 8). If we recognise the place of discourse alongside 
visual images in the celebrity press, if we understand it as industrialised gossip, then 
we can clearly identify its roots in the 18th century. This genre of reporting and also 
the industry which fuelled and was fuelled by celebrity emerged in Casanova’s 
historical context. 
 
Alongside the emerging celebrity press, gossip disseminated by word of mouth 
remained one of the key means by which discourse about Casanova circulated. 
Gossip was disseminated by direct contact between people in the key places of 
social exchange identified in the second chapter as well as written correspondence. 
Such circulation would have been difficult to measure accurately at the time and the 
task is virtually impossible now. However, we can make reasonable assumptions 
about the oral dissemination of gossip about Casanova from surviving written 
records. His memoirs contain numerous examples of gossip about him circulating by 
word of mouth.78 Contemporaneous correspondence among members of good 
society is another record of gossip circulating about Casanova across Europe. For 
example, when he brought a troupe of French actors to perform in Venice’s San 
Angelo theatre in 1780, Luigi Ballarini wrote to a nobleman by the name of Dolfin: 
“Les pauvres Français sont les dupes des fameux Bottari et Casanova”79 (Casanova 
di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 22). As already 
mentioned, Casanova was implicated in the disappearance of Giustiniana Wynne, 
who fell pregnant while she was unmarried and turned to Casanova for assistance. 
The Wynne affair continued to be a topic of gossip in Paris throughout the spring of 
1759.  See, for example, the extract below from an anonymous letter to Andrea 
Memmo (Wynne’s lover) dated 10 July 1759: 
You would not believe, sir, the noise this affair has made here...she still 
remains the news of the day in a country that usually thrives on novelty. If 
poor Miss Wynne had wanted people to know she was in town, I can assure 
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you she would have been very satisfied for I can’t remember anyone being 
talked about so much.80 (Di Robilant 195) 
The reference to noise recalls the expression faire du bruit mentioned in the first 
chapter. Casanova’s connection with this scandal would have certainly increased his 
notoriety. After giving birth, Miss Wynne went to Brussels. According to Casanova, 
this was because honour did not permit her to show herself in Paris where everyone 
knew her story (Casanova HDMV 2: 198). This scandal permeated good society and 
demonstrates how this group created and consumed gossip. As already mentioned, 
the emergence of this group marked the beginning of the modern public. 
 
This public did not only create celebrities through scandalous gossip. It could also 
spread well-knownness by talking about and repeating oral and linguistic 
performances, highly regarded in this historical context. Cardinal de Bernis’ memoirs 
provide an excellent example of this. His first poetic works were published 
clandestinely and without his participation. Of his discovery as the author, he writes:  
Le voile que me couvrait encore se déchira, et mon nom vola de bouche en 
bouche; il cessa même d’être inconnu aux étrangers, tant il est vrai que 
quelques vers heureux donnent plus promptement de la célébrité qu’un 
ouvrage purement utile. (emphasis added) (Bernis 50) 
Thus the way that his verses and he became well known was through rapid 
dissemination by word of mouth in good society. Similarly, Casanova’s memoirs 
describe an amusing example of his incomplete mastery of French resulting in an 
accidental mot d’esprit which then resulted in him being talked about. When in Paris 
at the Opera, he found himself near the box in which Madame de Pompadour and 
the maréchal de Richelieu were sitting. When Richelieu criticised the legs of one of 
the actresses, Casanova commented that when it comes to a woman’s beauty, the 
first things he parts are the legs: “dans l’examen de la beauté d’une femme la 
première chose que j’écarte sont les jambes” (Casanova HDMV 1: 587). He had 
meant to say that he disregards a woman’s legs but his mistake came across to 
those who heard it as a witty play on words: “Ce bon mot-là dit par hasard, et dont je 
ne connaissais pas la force, me rendit respectable et fit devenir la compagnie de la 
loge curieuse de moi...Mon bon mot devint fameux.” (ibid) On countless occasions, 
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he describes public performances being talked about in this way. Though it is 
impossible to verify every instance of this, we can reasonably deduce that a key 
means by which reputations were spread, both positive and negative, was through 
word of mouth. Good society, the readership of the emerging celebrity press and the 
auditors and utterers of the gossip in the examples mentioned above, was the 
audience for the production and reception of celebrity. This public and these media 
constituted a recognisable system for the production of celebrity. 
 
Van Krieken observes of this period that the alliance between the theatre and the 
printed word "was an important vehicle for the spread of ideas, practices and 
psychological dispositions from court society through the rest of the social body, to 
gradually become 'society'" (36). He writes that the celebrity produced in the 
theatrical public sphere began within and under the control of the court, then 
straddled court, town and countryside and then cut loose from court society 
altogether to generate its own autonomous forms (ibid). The phenomenon he 
describes is applicable more generally to the expansion of the press and the reading 
public during the 18th century. While the reading public and the audience for plays 
were the same group, the circulation of newspapers, journals and magazines 
seeking reader attention was central to the expansion of the world of celebrity not 
only stemming from the theatrical sphere, though many of the celebrities of the 
period came from this industry. 
 
The measure of his well-knownness 
Narrowing the focus from the prevailing media of the time, I wish to discuss images 
and discourses associated with Casanova located in references to him in 
contemporaneous public documents. Firstly gazettes, a very popular periodical 
literature of the 18th century, but also legal documents and government 
correspondence. The fact that he was regularly mentioned in such documents 
demonstrates that he was well-known to a measurable degree. Further, the 
significant references to Casanova in contemporaneous documents give an insight 
into the nature of his public image. We can say that Casanova was well known 
because he was written and talked about by a significant number and geographical 
range of other people during his lifetime. The content and intensity of this fluctuated. 
His well-knownness spread primarily through gossip, representations in gazettes and 
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allegories in fictional works. It is clear from both the volume of legal and government 
documents in which he was mentioned as well as the frequent descriptions of him as 
fameux by his contemporaries that he was regarded by most as a notorious figure.81  
His public image was frequently associated with criminality. It was immediately after 
the major criminal feats of his escape and his duel that he was most talked and 
written about. These are further indicators that his well-knownness was not fame but 
celebrity; it was not the result of meritorious achievements, it was not gradually 
acquired over the course of a career but rather tended to oscillate, noticeably spiking 
after he had publicly broken the law. 
 
The first type of document I talk about below is gazettes. For Casanova, being 
mentioned in gazettes would have been one of the most important gauges of his 
well-knownness. He was an avid reader of gazettes throughout his life.82 One of the 
criticisms which he levelled at smaller towns was the inability to acquire gazettes and 
its inhabitants’ lack of interest in them.83  His status as a foreigner accounted for 
many of the gazette entries about him as the comings and goings of foreigners were 
reported in local papers at the time. For example his arrival in Augsburg  and the 
hotel he stayed in were reported in December 1756 (Casanova Pléiade note 56 on 
page 1333), his arrival in Munich on 22 July 1761 was reported in the list of 
foreigners in the Augsburger Zeitung of that year (Casanova HDMV 2: note 3 on 
page 713), his stay in Munich at the home of Madame La Ducin was recorded in the 
Münchner Ordentliche Frage- und Anzeigungsnachrichten in 1761 (Casanova 
Pléiade XXXIV), he was mentioned in the list of foreigners in Aix-la-Chapelle on 21 
May 1762 (ibid) and his departure from Saint-Petersburg was reported in the journal 
at the beginning of September  1765 (XXXVI). His presence in Florence was 
reported in issue no. 15 of the Gazzetta Toscana in April 1770 – he was described 
as “Il Sig. Giacomo Casanova di S. Gallo nobile Veneziano” ("Firenze 14 Aprile"), in 
issue no. 16 of the Gazzetta Toscana of 1770, it was noted that he was still in 
                                                          
81
 For example: L’abbé me dit le soir même que le Bargello, d’abord qu’il avait vu mon nom sur la 
consigne avait deviné que j’étais le même Casanova qui s’était enfui des Plombs, et qu’un de ses 
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Florence - as noted in the first chapter, this issue corrected the description of 
Casanova as a nobleman ("Firenze 21 Aprile"). This does not purport to be an 
exhaustive list and Casanova has mentioned some gazette reports about himself 
which have not yet been located.84 What is clear from available evidence is that 
Casanova’s movements were, for most of his adult life, matters of public record as 
he spent so much time in exile from his homeland. The readers of these gazettes 
would have been informed of his presence in their city. Thus the reading public 
would have regularly seen his name in print and had an awareness of his 
movements. 
 
He also appeared in literary gazettes in the capacity of a writer. For example, his 
discourse to the academy Arcadia was mentioned in Cracas on 21 February 1771 
(Casanova Pléiade XXXVIII). As mentioned in the third chapter, critiques of his 
Histoire de ma fuite and Icosameron were published in the Gazette d’Iéna. Further, a 
German gazetteer raised some doubts about Casanova’s version of the story when 
reporting about a German translation of Histoire de ma fuite in the literary journal 
Allgemeine Litterature-Zeitung of Iena dated 29 June and 1 August 1789  (Samaran 
113; Casanova HDMV 2: 1025). Though far less frequently than those of famous 
writers of the time, his literary exploits were mentioned in gazettes on numerous 
occasions. As Minois notes, throughout the 18th century, the literary press played a 
growing role in the making and breaking of reputations (250). Brock observes that 
many women in this period skilfully managed their public images by “marshalling the 
expanding print culture to their advantage” and mounting a successful challenge for 
literary laurels (2). Particularly in the latter part of his life, critiques of Casanova’s 
writing in literary gazettes were negative. For this reason and those already 
discussed in the third chapter about Casanova’s lack of success as a man of letters, 
it is reasonable to say that his public image was not predominantly literary or 
intellectual. 
 
Rather, the images and discourses associated with him were often related to 
criminality. His duel with Branicki caused a sensation throughout Europe. It and his 
subsequent expulsion from Poland were reported in most of the European press 
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including the London Public Advertiser (Luna Casanova mémorialiste 382). His duel 
was reported in gazettes such as the 28 March 1766 issue of Sankt-Peterbourgskie 
vedomosti which described Casanova as “le fameux gentilhomme vénitien 
Casanova” (Casanova HDMV 3: note 4 on page 465). Further, in one of these 
reports which will be discussed further below, Casanova was described as a person 
who was known in the press. This and the description of Casanova as fameux 
confirm his well-knownness, his notorious status and the emergence of celebrity as a 
genre of representation.  
 
It is unsurprising in light of his public association with criminality that he should be 
mentioned in numerous official documents such as arrest warrants, legal 
proceedings, records relating to his incarcerations and correspondence between 
governments agents. Among the public documents in which Casanova appeared 
because of his illegal activities were the arrest warrant and report from the chief of 
police in relation to his imprisonment in the Leads as well as repair records following 
the damage he did to the prison (International Casanova Society Casanova 
Gleanings vols 14 – 21 vol 15: 13).85 He was also mentioned in documents relating 
to legal proceedings also involving his brother Francesco in relation to false letters of 
exchange (Casanova HDMV 2: note 3 on page 214). He was mentioned in a lettre 
de cachet expelling him from France in November 1767 (Casanova Pléiade XXXVII) 
and similar documents relating to his expulsion from Florence in December 1771 
(Casanova di Seingalt Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. vol 2 19). Documents in 
relation to legal proceedings about his complaint against Pietro Antonio Capretta in 
1748, a complaint against him by his valet in 1760 and a complaint by him following 
his attack by Count Waldstein’s staff in 1791 also refer to him (Casanova Pléiade 
XLI). He was mentioned in numerous documents relating to the alleged abduction of 
Giustiniana Wynne and attempted abortion of her baby in 1759 including “Déposition 
de Reine Demay au commissaire Thiéron,  Casanova’s sworn testimony to the 
police in the proceedings in March, “Mémoire de Emmanuel Jean de la Coste à 
Monsieur de Sartine, maître des requêtes et lieutenant général de la police de la ville 
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de Paris” dated May 2 1760 (Di Robilant 182, 88, 89). Casanova’s association with 
legal proceedings, particularly the much talked about Wynne affair, would have 
contributed to his notoriety and shaped his public image as a disreputable figure. 
These documents allow us to verify and also question Casanova’s version of certain 
events and also given an indication of the discourses associated with him during his 
lifetime. 
 
The public documents in which Casanova appeared most frequently were reports 
from government spies, diplomats and officers of the law. That he was under 
surveillance by government agents demonstrates that he was regarded by the 
governments of more than one country as a potentially dangerous figure. This 
connotes a significant level of well-knownness, that his well-knownness was pan-
European and that he was regarded during his lifetime by many as notorious. For 
example, numerous reports were made by Casanova’s enemy, Manuzzi, to the 
Venetian Inquisitors about Casanova’s movements, conversation, associates and 
writings between the months of March and July 1755 preceding his arrest (Comisso 
and Leluc 4, 52, 55, 56). As already mentioned in the second chapter, during his first 
stay in Paris, he was the subject of two police reports which speculated upon the 
nature of his relationship with the actress Silvia Balletti (Casanova Pléiade 1273). 
There is detailed correspondence about Casanova’s stay in the Vannini auberge in 
Florence written by the fiscal auditor to the judge of Pistoia in December 1760 
(International Casanova Society Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. vol. 3 20 - 25). The 
dubious affairs which caused Casanova to leave Cologne are known by the 
numerous dispatches can be found in the French state archives. A report from 
Giovanni Berlendis, Venetian ambassador in Turin from 23 May 1768 to 4 October 
1777 to the Venetian Inquisitors on 8 July 1769 reads: “Ce soir on m’a affirmé que le 
fameux Jacques Casanova va partir pour Lugano... Il est l’ami de plusieurs 
gentilshommes de distinction et avait un fréquent accès auprès du chevalier 
Raiberti...”86 (emphasis added) (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze Pages 
casanoviennes. vols 3 - 4. 55). There were further reports between Berlendis and the 
Venetian Inquisitors from December to January 1770 (55, 56). On 3 February, 
Berlendis writes again: “je me suis tenu dans la plus grande réserve avec Casanova 
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malgré les bons offices faits auprès de moi en sa faveur par le chevalier Raiberti et 
autres personnages de considération auprès desquels il a trouvé accès. Selon les 
ordres vénérés de Vos Excellences j’éviterai avec toute attention tout ce qui pourrait 
laisser supposer la moindre faveur, et ne manquerai pas d’observer tous ses 
mouvements dont j’instruirai Vos Excellences”87 (56). On 9 August 1791, Polish 
diplomatic correspondence from Bernard Zablocki to the Prussian Court contains a 
communication about Casanova: “A la table de M. le prince de Clary, seigneur de 
Teplitz, je trouvai tout-à-fait inopinément le Sieur Casanova, fameux par son duel 
avec M. le grand général Branicki”88 (emphasis added) (International Casanova 
Society Casanova Gleanings vols 14 - 21 vol 15: 29). A common theme among 
documents dating from after his escape and his duel is the description of Casanova 
as fameux. In these contexts, it has negative connotations akin to notoriety. He was 
expelled from seven cities variously for cheating at cards, forgery, debts and his 
reputation as a dangerous figure. Indeed, that he was the subject of government 
correspondence suggests he was regarded as notorious. Another common theme is 
that the reports deal with whom he visited, whom he mixed with and who his friends 
were. Throughout his life, and particularly in his younger years described in the 
Manuzzi reports, Casanova associated with respected members of the nobility. This 
was something which appeared both incongruous (as Casanova was not of noble 
birth) and also of interest to the governments of the time, because such unusual 
relationships would have been regarded with suspicion. The available evidence 
suggests that, at least from 1755 onwards, Casanova was frequently regarded as a 
notorious figure. However, during his lifetime, his notoriety derived from his criminal 
behaviour, friendships with nobles and his perceived dabblings in the occult rather 
than his relationships with women, the overwhelmingly dominant theme of images 
and discourses associated with him today. 
 
The descriptions of Casanova in these documents are instances of the system of 
celebrification, or, to use Turner’s formulation, celebrity as a genre of representation. 
He was represented by the press and his peers as notorious (fameux). One 
publication went so far as to call him known in the press (connu dans les feuilles). 
When he was in Dresden in 1766, a short item in the Gazette de Cologne dated 30 
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July from Warsaw stated: “Le sieur de Casa-Nuova [sic], assez connu dans les 
Feuilles, ayant voulu reparaître ici ces jours derniers, la Cour lui a ordonné d’en 
sortir au plus tôt” (emphasis added)  ("Pologne"). The description “assez connu dans 
les feuilles” confirms that Casanova did appear with some frequency in the 
periodicals of the day. Similarly, in 1790, a French journal described Casanova as 
“fameux aventurier”. His friend, Count Lamberg, writes: “l’épithète de fameux, que lui 
décerne le rédacteur du Journal de Paris, donne au mot aventurier une espèce de 
considération dont beaucoup pourraient se montrer jaloux” (Roth 14). These 
descriptions of Casanova as fameux or connu dans les feuilles are a genre of 
representation. Casanova was repeatedly represented as noteworthy or exceptional. 
The inference of notoriety in these descriptions meant that he was also attributed 
notorious status in the public sphere. My use of Rojek’s language is intended to 
demonstrate that this was a process of celebrification. Casanova was the subject of 
a genre of representation which reinforced his well-knownness, emphasised his 
notoriety and invited public interest in his scandalous behaviour. These are the 
hallmarks of today’s celebrity press. These descriptions also demonstrate how 
Casanova’s public image was shaped by the prevailing print media. Careful as he 
was about managing it, once he became a public figure, he no longer had complete 
control of it. 
 
The relevance of image management 
Casanova’s writings demonstrate an awareness of his public image in different 
contexts. They also demonstrate that he actively managed it. As we have seen, 
visual display and autobiographical storytelling were key means by which Casanova 
drew the public’s attention and shaped the public’s perception of him. Other means 
by which he did this were through the publication of allegorical works and the 
manipulation of stories circulating about him. A clear example of how he tried to 
create an appealing public image and impress this upon the public was his 
publication of an allegorical work in which he was one of the main characters. In May 
1782 in Venice, Casanova regarded himself as humiliated at the hands of Count 
Francesco Carletti with the acquiescence of Zuan Carlo Grimani. He took exception 
at the method of withheld payment disclosed by Carletti for a service which 
Casanova had rendered him (in securing written acknowledgment of a lost wager by 
Marquis Carlo Spinola) and for which he was expecting some reward. In front of 
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Grimani, Carletti struck Casanova who felt that, as a guest, he could not retaliate. 
The account of the affair that spread around Venice humiliated Casanova. The 
incident gave rise to one of Casanova’s most rapidly produced and ill-advised 
writings, the satirical fable Né Amori, né Donne, ovvero la stallia ripulita, printed by 
Modesto Fenzo, Venice, 1782. The scandal occurred in May and the book was out in 
August (Leeflang et al. 1). It adapts elements of the myth of Hercules to recount the 
infamy of Carletti and Grimani in a satirical allegory, in which Casanova plays the 
role of Econeone. As Robert Goodwin observed, there was a key (probably provided 
by Casanova) which linked the Greek characters with the names of the real people 
(2). Even without it, a reader apprised of the scandal could work it out (ibid). The 
publication caused such a scandal that Casanova left Venice, fearing another arrest. 
In this allegorical work, Casanova tried to shape his public image, perhaps restore 
his reputation which he perceived to be damaged following that humiliation. He 
writes that Econeone (identified by the key as Casanova) was begotten by 
Amphitryon and Jocasta (Zanetta Casanova and Michele Grimani). As already 
mentioned, Casanova actively spread the rumour that he was Zanetta’s illegitimate 
child by Michele Grimani and so a noble bastard. He did so again by the publication 
of this text which suggested that he should have been the Grimani heir instead of 
Zuan Carlo. Chiari’s Vanesio is described as a bastard, demonstrating that 
Casanova was successful in cultivating one aspect of his public image, namely an 
illegitimate noble heritage. 
 
It is clear from Casanova’s memoirs that he was interested in gossip about other 
people and also aware of gossip about himself. For example he writes of the 
usefulness of wig-dressers to foreigners throughout Europe, saying they are valuable 
sources of local gossip (Casanova HDMV 3: 149). His memoirs contain innumerable 
accounts of gossip about himself and other people. On occasion, he writes that he 
was pleased that people were gossiping about him. On other occasions, he took 
offence and tried to suppress certain gossip. We can deduce from this that 
Casanova regarded gossip as an indicator of public opinion and that he tried to 
shape his public image by encouraging gossip which was consistent with it and  
suppressing gossip which was inconsistent with it. For example, he published stories 
about himself for circulation (in written circulars and stand-alone publications as well 
as by the practice of oral autobiographical storytelling). He also encouraged the 
 
 
174 
 
circulation of particular stories about him (often even when they were factually 
incorrect). Finally, he tried to suppress the circulation of particular stories about 
himself. For example: “Ce qu’il y eut de bon fut que personne à Turin ne sut cette 
jolie histoire, et je me suis bien gardé de la conter à quelqu’un” (Casanova HDMV 2: 
807).  This is akin to the role of the celebrity’s publicist who both plants and 
suppresses stories about the celebrity with a view to managing their public image. 
Similarly, Casanova’s public image was influenced by his own careful image 
management. 
 
His reaction to the Gazette de Cologne report about him demonstrates how keenly 
he felt perceived damage to his public image. The description “assez connu dans les 
Feuilles” and the assertion that he was expelled from Warsaw were highly insulting 
to Casanova who was extremely proud of his conduct vis a vis Branicki. He writes in 
his memoirs: “J’avais lu à Dresde sur la gazette de Cologne que le sieur Casanova 
ayant reparu à Varsovie après une absence de deux mois, il avait reçu un ordre de 
partir, le Roi ayant su plusieurs histoires qui l’obligèrent à défendre sa cour à cet 
aventurier.”  (Casanova HDMV 3: 534). As set out above, the actual article was not 
as detailed as this. He writes that he went to visit the author of this article and said: 
“Je suis, infâme gazetier, ce Casanova aventurier, dont tu as diffamé le nom dans ta 
gazette il y a quatorze mois”, before kicking the gazetteer in the stomach (535). 
Though perhaps not a particularly effective means of countering the impact of the 
story on his public image, it does confirm that Casanova was extremely concerned 
by it.  
 
One could read the decline of Casanova’s fortunes in the latter part of his career as 
a consequence of a failure of image management. After this second exile from 
Venice, he resumed his travels. He was never as pecunious or as powerful as he 
had been during his second sojourn in Paris. However, he was still a well-known 
person and mingled with famous figures such as Benjamin Franklin whom he met in 
Paris in 1783 during a scientific presentation. He worked on several publications and 
was for a time secretary to the Venetian ambassador in Vienna before ultimately 
taking up the role of librarian in the castle of Count Waldstein in 1785.  He 
maintained correspondence with many friends, including the Prince de Ligne, and 
was still described as fameux. However, I suggest that, at this time, Casanova’s 
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public image had fallen out of step with prevailing public tastes. An extract from a 
contemporaneous letter from the Prince de Ligne demonstrates: 
Il a parlé allemand, on ne l’a pas entendu. Il s’est fâché, on a ri. Il a montré de 
ses vers français, on a ri. Il a gesticulé en déclamant de ses vers italiens, on a 
ri. Il a fait la révérence en entrant, comme Marcel le fameux maître de danse 
lui avait montré il y a soixante ans, on a ri. Il a fait le pas grave dans son 
menuet à chaque bal, on a ri. Il a mis son plumet blanc, son droguet de soie 
doré, sa veste de velours noir et ses jarretières à boucles de strass sur des 
bas de soie à rouleau, on a ri.  (Roggendorff 82)  
De Ligne’s comments imply that Casanova was no longer aware of current fashions 
and was no longer fashionable himself. He died essentially in obscurity and his grave 
was so neglected that its location is no longer known. That Casanova’s well-
knownness faded in this way recalls an observation Rojek makes in relation to the 
recent spate of self-made celebrities. He notes that, for celebrity to be durable, it 
must be carefully managed and skilfully promoted based on current data about 
public tastes (Fame Attack 13). Like the blogger or artist operating without the 
assistance of a publicist or manager, Casanova had to try to maintain his well-
knownness without ancillary resources. The oscillation and ultimate decline in the 
popularity of his public image suggests that, as Rojek writes in relation to the present 
day, such a task is beyond one person. 
 
The centrality of appearance to Casanova’s well-knownness 
Though I clarified that we should move away from the focus on visual images per se, 
it is important to note the relevance of his appearance to Casanova’s public image. 
As already explained, he was very deliberate about his clothing and physical 
appearance in public and being visible in key public spaces. Unlike present day 
celebrities for whom we have a huge archive of photographs, few pictorial 
representations of Casanova dating from his lifetime exist.89 However, this does not 
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 The confirmed contemporaneous visual representations of him are: a pencil sketch by his brother, 
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mean that his physical appearance and visual display were not relevant to his public 
image, quite the contrary. In the absence of photography and film, his public displays 
and performances were reproduced in other ways, namely by verbal and textual 
accounts. That the way he looked was important to his public image suggests a 
similarity with the highly photographed celebrities of today. That it was central to 
many contemporaneous representations of him confirms the importance of visuality 
in his historical context. The 18th-century public was very much interested in what he 
wore and what he looked like. 
 
This is demonstrated by the numerous textual and verbal accounts of his physical 
appearance created during his lifetime. A passport issued to him in 1758 suggests 
that he was 1.91cm tall so he was of an imposing stature (Casanova Pléiade note 69 
to page 1276).  In Chiari’s satire, Vanesio/Casanova is described as follows: “He 
was a well-made man; of a brown complexion; his manners were stiff, and affected, 
but, he was very presuming, and bold... [we can deduce]...from [his] gaiety of dress 
[that he is affluent]...London and Paris were the models of his life, his dress...Always 
as trim as a Narcissus; always vain, and strutting, like a peacock”90 (Chiari 125 - 27, 
36).  Giustiniana Wynne provided a physical description of Casanova in one of her 
letters to Andrea Memmo in 1757 which suggests that during this time he was 
magnificently dressed and exhibited the trappings of wealth.91 In a letter to the 
secretary of the Venetian government’s Council of Ten on 12 October 1772 he is 
described thus: “Il va et vient partout, le visage franc et la tête haute, et bien 
équipé...C’est un homme de quarante ans au plus [at this time Casanova was almost 
50], grand de taille, de bon et vigoureux aspect, très brun de peau, l’œil vivace. Il 
porte la perruque courte et châtaigne.”92 (Casanova di Seingalt, Pollio, and Vèze 
Pages casanoviennes. vols 1 - 2. 131). The Prince de Ligne who knew Casanova 
during his retirement writes of him: “Ce serait un bien bel homme, s’il n’était pas laid; 
il est grand, bâti en hercule; mais un teint africain, des yeux vifs, pleins d’esprit à la 
vérité, mais qui annoncent toujours la susceptibilité, l’inquiétude ou la rancune, lui 
donnent un peu l’air féroce, plus facile à être mis en colère qu’en gaieté.” (Ligne 85 - 
87). From the available evidence, we can conclude that Casanova was a tall, dark 
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and impressive looking man. That the Prince de Ligne should describe Casanova as 
ugly could be because of his dark complexion. His comments suggest that 
Casanova’s appearance was certainly striking if not conventionally attractive. That 
he was relatively dark-skinned would certainly have increased the foreignness of his 
appearance in many contexts. As he spent so much time in exile from his native 
Venice, he was, for most of his life, a foreigner. In the salons of Europe, this gave 
him a certain exotic quality. He had the outward appearance of an extraordinary 
individual, as he was often represented to be. That so many representations of him 
should mention his appearance suggests that his was an important driver of his well-
knownness. 
 
One must not underplay the importance of appearance to well-knownness in 18th-
century Europe simply because the way well known people looked and what they 
wore were primarily recorded and disseminated by verbal accounts and in less 
readily reproducible formats such as paintings and engravings. Because theorists 
have directed their attention to the circulation of visual images in the literal pictorial 
sense, this has led some to conclude too readily that celebrity could not have existed 
prior to the 20th century. However, the primary sources reviewed when investigating 
the nature of Casanova’s well-knownness suggest that appearance and visibility 
were central to his well-knownness. While images of him were not disseminated 
primarily by way of reproduced visual images, his well-knownness was nonetheless 
inextricably linked to visual display and patterns of visibility.  
 
Conclusions  
Consideration of what others wrote and said about him throws into relief certain 
characteristics of Casanova’s well-knownness and well-knownness in his historical 
context. He clearly was well known; he was talked and written about across Europe. 
The degree to which he was talked and written about oscillated, peaking at points 
when he had undertaken daring, criminal acts. He was represented in gazettes and 
he was the subject of satire. Though gossip is harder to document, we can conclude 
that he was also the subject of gossip for much of his life. Also, we can see both a 
genre of representation by which celebrity was created and also the nascent 
celebrity press industry in his historical context. Further, the relative importance of 
appearance to Casanova’s well-knownness and of “image management” to well-
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knownness in his historical context is evident, problematising common historical 
narratives of fame and celebrity. Several trends emerge from the present analysis 
which impact upon those narratives, namely Casanova’s representation in the press, 
his notorious status and the importance of visual impact to his public image. The 
emergence of the celebrity press in Casanova’s historical context was a 
consequence of the rise of the modern public sphere. It meant that well-knownness 
was no longer only conveyed by word of mouth, that it was no longer just a series of 
bilateral exchanges, that one no longer had to be proximate to have an audience 
reaction. Of course, word of mouth was still very important but, critically, there was a 
shift toward a large, international audience for celebrities and a press industry 
materially interested in producing them.  
 
The evidence we have of Casanova’s public image is that he was a striking and 
exotic looking person who was usually fashionably and richly dressed. Because of 
references to his movements in gazettes, the public would have known that he 
travelled extensively. No doubt because he assumed the appearance and 
behaviours of the nobility, he was sometimes mistaken for a noble and was widely 
believed to be the illegitimate son of the Venetian noble, Grimani. Though he was 
known to have published literary works, these were for the most part not well 
received, particularly in the latter part of his life. The public recognised him not for his 
writings but mostly for his escape from the Leads and duel with Count Branicki. At 
some points, stories about him were published in gazettes across Europe. At other 
points, he was absent from the press. He was most frequently and widely talked and 
written about at two points in his life. These peaks in his well-knownness coincided 
with spectacular personal stories of transgression which were repeated in the press 
and by good society. Further, over the course of his life, his public image was 
increasingly associated with criminality; he became notorious. 
 
Today, the public image of the celebrity comprises a vast amount of visual images 
and discourses circulated by the tabloid press, online media, celebrity lifestyle 
programmes and increasingly social media. Needless to say, these media did not 
exist in the 18th century. Nonetheless, the way in which stories about celebrities 
circulate today appears to be a more industrialised and more sophisticated system of 
a process evident in Casanova’s historical context. In Casanova’s historical context, 
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images were often conveyed through words. The technology for the reproduction of 
visual images was in its infancy. Textual and verbal accounts of visual imagery were 
then still the most common means by which visuality was reproduced. The most 
common theorisation of celebrity is that it is a by-product of the emergence of 
technologies which facilitated the mass-production and rapid dissemination of visual 
images. While such technological advancements are undoubtedly highly relevant to 
the history of celebrity, the discussion of them is inadequately historicised. Public 
interest in certain individuals, the reproduction and circulation of images and 
discourses about them occurred in Casanova’s historical context in ways and 
through channels which foreshadowed the process whereby some people are now 
celebrified in the present day.  
 
During the 18th century, the press did not have circulation on the scale we see today 
and images and news were not disseminated almost instantaneously as they are 
since the advent of the internet. However, if one considers the scale and speed of 
the press in centuries preceding, the 18th century does represent a significant shift. 
Also, the public’s expectation of the press had transformed; there was an appetite for 
immediate news in relation to a broader variety of topics and people. The most rapid 
means by which images and discourses were disseminated in 18th-century Europe 
was by word of mouth. While the printed press was gaining increasing traction 
throughout the 18th century, gossip remained an important means by which images 
and discourses circulated in public. Still, the scale and function of today’s press can 
be traced back to the 18th century. During this period, there were more newspapers 
and daily papers were increasingly published. Also, the press began to report more 
than simply the official news. Though not filled with visual images in the pictorial 
sense, they did include textual accounts of visual imagery. Further, Casanova’s 
writings suggest that there was a public appetite for and increased expectation of 
immediate news. As Brock notes, the means to achieve contemporary celebrity as 
opposed to posthumous fame were provided by a rapidly expanding print culture in 
the second half of the 18th century (10). This problematises Daniel Boorstin’s 
argument that the modern increase in supply and demand for news began in the 
early 19th century (Boorstin 12). Certainly, as Boorstin has observed, there were 
marked advances in technology in the 19th century in the ability to make, preserve, 
transmit and disseminate precise images (13). However, there was still a public 
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appetite for immediate, fresh news and a press industry to feed it during Casanova’s 
lifetime. 
 
It is clear from the documents above that Casanova was a well-known person. 
Tracing his public image in contemporaneous documents demonstrates that he was 
not one of the famous figures of the day as others appeared far more frequently in 
the press than he did. There was not a plethora of visual images of him which 
circulated during his lifetime as there was for members of the aristocracy and, as 
there was increasingly over the course of the 18th century, for famous actors and 
actresses. Nonetheless, textual accounts of him, Chiari’s satire and also gossip 
mention his impressive physical appearance. The way he looked was thus an 
important part of his public image. The notoriety which Casanova clearly developed 
over the course of his lifetime recalls Rojek’s definition of celebrity, namely “the 
attribution of glamorous or notorious status to an individual within the public sphere” 
(Celebrity 10). He was predominantly known for his criminal behaviour rather than 
any meritorious achievement. Detractors of celebrity complain of what they see as a 
recent cultural shift, namely that the most unlikely and inappropriate subjects, 
criminals, are turned into celebrities. However, the present case study suggests that 
this process also occurred in Casanova’s historical context. His most spectacular 
and popular stories (of his escape from the Leads and his duel) were of criminal 
acts. The nature of Casanova’s public image is a further way in which his well-
knownness is similar to celebrity.  
 
Further, the way in which his public image changed over the course of his life is 
another parallel with celebrity. His well-knownness was of its nature fleeting because 
it depended on public interest in his personality. Peaks in Casanova’s well-
knownness coincided with spectacular personal stories of transgression. That his 
well-knownness was reliant on public interest in his personal life is another trait 
shared with celebrity and also the reason why peaks and troughs in the circulation of 
his image were inevitable. Fame which is tied to meritorious achievement exists as 
long as the achievement is in the public’s consciousness or the person excels in their 
occupation. Whereas for Casanova’s well-knownness, like celebrity, it is only while 
there are stories about this personal life and an interest in them that celebrity exists; 
the more public interest and the more stories the greater the extent of the celebrity. 
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This is why it is common for celebrities to dip in and out of the public’s 
consciousness and for them to employ publicists to monitor the public’s perception of 
them and facilitate publicity stunts should a star’s celebrity be on the wane. That is 
why a celebrity relationship, pregnancy, illness or breakdown can generate more 
press interest than the latest film they appeared in. Casanova’s management of 
gossip circulating about him and reaction to press reports which he regarded as 
inconsistent with the public image he wanted to project recalls this dynamic and the 
role of the celebrity publicist.  
 
Further, the way in which the press and the public talked about him was similar to 
the representation of celebrities. Following Turner, celebrity studies has increasingly 
conceived of celebrity as a discursive mode of representation (Turner 11; James  
Bennett and Holmes 68). Casanova was repeatedly described as fameux, as 
someone whose public acclaim one cannot account for, as “connu dans les feuilles”, 
as highly visible in public, as visually resplendent and someone who enjoys privilege 
for no apparent reason, seemingly wealthy and also intimate with numerous 
important people. Though the word ‘celebrity’ was not used, a similar discursive 
process of representation was occurring. Casanova was represented himself and 
was represented by others as an interesting person, a notorious figure whose antics 
were newsworthy. The cumulative effect of the circulation of his image in gazettes, 
public documents and through gossip was that he was well known and also regarded 
as a notorious figure, certainly from the mid-1750s onwards. 
 
In summary, we can say that Casanova was well known because he was written and 
talked about by other people to a significant extent (volume and geographical 
extent). He had an identifiable public image which he actively managed. Further, his 
appearance was crucial to that public image. These factors all support the contention 
that he was a celebrity. Also, there is sufficient evidence to conclude that the 
celebrity press emerged during Casanova’s lifetime. He was represented by that 
press in ways that are broadly similar to those found in the current celebrity press. 
Nonetheless, word of mouth was still a key way in which well-knownness spread and 
celebrities were created in 18th-century Europe. Particularly important to the 
spreading of Casanova’s well-knownness by word of mouth and also in shaping what 
was said and written about him were the women in his life. In the following chapter, I 
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reconsider his relationships with women, as a means by which he increased his well-
knownness. 
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Sixth Chapter: Casanova’s Relationships with Women 
 
J’ai loué un loge au second rang; mais le théâtre étant petit, une jolie femme 
ne pouvait pas y être inobservée.93 (Casanova HDMV 1: 504) 
 
Introduction 
Casanova’s relationships with women are relevant to an account of his well-
knownness in several ways. It is in this capacity that they will be discussed here and 
not as subjects of his psychological predilections or participants in sexual 
encounters. Casanova’s name is now synonymous with the seduction of women and 
promiscuous sex. “Casanova”, like “Don Juan”, is a long established term in the 
English language. According to Merriam Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, the noun 
Casanova means “Lover; esp: a man who is a promiscuous and unscrupulous lover” 
and the first usage of the term in written English was in 1852 ("Casanova"). 
References to ‘Casanovas’ in books, films, theatrical works, television and song 
lyrics are countless. His self-described “penchant invincible pour le beau sexe” 
(Jacques Casanova de Seingalt Histoire de ma vie suivie de textes inédits 782) has 
been the focus of most of the work about him. It is also the central feature of the 
caricatures of him presented in fictional works such as the film Fellini’s Casanova 
(Fellini), the killer “Casanova” in the film Kiss the Girls (Fleder) and also the lead 
character in the Giacomo C. comic books (Dufaux and Werner), to name but a few. 
In such works, he is always portrayed as an epic seducer, obsessed with romantic 
love in the more flattering depictions and obsessed with sex in the less flattering. 
Once his memoirs were published, initial interest in them focussed on the multitude 
of relationships with women described therein with a candour that contrasted with 
the Victorian era sensibilities of his first readers. The reverential tones in which some 
Casanovists speak of this could lead one to suspect that one of their unspoken aims 
in studying him is to unlock the secret of his sexual mojo. For example, Childs writes: 
“What was the secret of Casanova’s extraordinary success with women?”, “that he 
was unusually virile there can be no question” and “his prodigality endeared him to a 
sex impressed always by that trait” (31) As indicated in the Introduction, female 
commentators like Flem and Thomas have undertaken important critical studies of 
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Casanova. Their analyses of Casanova’s relationships with women recognise the 
active role of women in those relationships and that women could be complicit in 
their own so called seduction by him. Further, it must be noted that recent 
Casanovist scholarship, critical work and biographies seem intent on shifting the 
conception of Casanova as merely a seducer of women. Casanova’s relationships 
with women are undoubtedly the most over-analysed aspect of his life and I do not 
intend to traverse this well-trodden ground in the detail that has been customary in 
other studies. Rather, I consider some of his relationships with women which were 
not sexual and not romantic and also reconsider his relationships with women as a 
means by which he increased his well-knownness. 
 
Casanova’s relationships with women can be grouped into recurrent types, all of 
which were relevant to his well-knownness in different ways. Throughout the course 
of his life, he formed relationships with older female patronesses, beautiful 
aristocratic women and women of the stage in different cities across Europe. Not all 
of these relationships were sexual. He actively engaged women in his strategies for 
increasing his well-knownness by encouraging them to spread stories about him. 
Further, his relationships with women and appearances with them in public places 
served to attract attention to him and fuel the circulation of gossip about his personal 
life. While his name was not a by-word for sexual promiscuity during his lifetime, 
some of his relationships with women would have contributed to his notoriety. Also, 
his well-knownness would have increased as a result of his association with public 
female figures such as the Marquise de Pompadour. Women also served as a 
conduit between Casanova and important male public figures such as the case of 
the aristocratic M.M. who was instrumental in the genesis of Casanova’s friendship 
with de Bernis. Older patronesses like the Marquise d’Urfé funded Casanova’s 
lifestyle such that he could appear in public richly and fashionably dressed, stay in 
the best hotels and travel Europe in conspicuous luxury. Further, influential 
patronesses such as Madame du Rumain ensured Casanova was introduced to 
important people, thus facilitating his rise in society. Casanova’s relationships with 
singers, dancers and actresses as well as with aristocratic women were a constant 
theme throughout his life. They could also be conduits to important male figures but 
were, in addition, often knowingly involved in his meaningful visual display in order to 
further his well-knownness or his schemes to deceive members of the nobility. It is 
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important to address the ways in which women were implicated in Casanova’s 
pursuit of well-knownness; however, it does not require such detailed discussion as 
the matters considered in previous chapters. Indeed there is a degree of overlap with 
such matters in any event. 
 
Casanova’s relationships with famous women 
Casanova met numerous well known women throughout his lifetime. He met women 
who were famous such as the Empress Catherine the Great.94 He also met women 
who were celebrities, both ascribed and achieved. By associating with women who 
were already well known, he increased his own well-knownness. From an early age, 
Casanova cultivated relationships with older, aristocratic women who were useful to 
him in financial and social terms. These women enhanced Casanova’s well-
knownness by associating with him and also introducing him to other well-known 
people. Casanova writes, of his time in Venice in 1739, that he was teased about the 
advantages he obtained by virtue of the welcome he received from the respectable 
women (“les femmes qu’on appelle comme il faut”) whose acquaintance he formed 
at Senator Malipiero’s house (Casanova HDMV 1: 59). One could imagine that the 
aristocratic women of Venice were charmed by his physical attributes and personal 
qualities. Casanova was clearly aware of the importance of forming such 
relationships and the influence these women wielded in society.  It is perhaps as a 
result of anxiety in relation to his own more precarious social position that he realised 
the importance of allying himself with such women. Casanova could well have 
focussed his attentions on and devoted his time to courting beautiful women of his 
own age. Such behaviour would not be surprising in a youth of 14. However, he 
spent a lot of his time with older aristocratic women. He must have realised that 
these relationships would have been useful to him.  
 
As already mentioned, Casanova’s celebrity peaked when he was in Paris from 1757 
to 1759. For much of this period, his luxurious lifestyle was funded by the Marquise 
d’Urfé. Indeed the Marquise owned the house the Balletti family lived in which 
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 Again, I note that this does not suggest she could not also be a celebrity. However, she is given as 
an example here because she was certainly famous for her meritorious achievements and important 
occupation. During her lifetime and thereafter, many of her activities were reported as official news 
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Casanova frequented (Samaran 28). Madame du Rumain, whom he met at a similar 
time, also supported Casanova financially at times. For example, of a letter of March 
1764, Casanova writes: “La veille de mon départ j’ai reçu une lettre de Mme du 
Rumain qui, ayant su de mon ami Balletti que j’avais besoin d’argent, m’envoyait une 
lettre de change de six cents florins sur Amsterdam, valeur en banque” (Casanova 
HDMV 3: 330). Like the financial patronage of Bragadin, Dandolo and Barbaro, the 
money provided by wealthy older patronesses permitted Casanova to live 
extravagantly when fortune smiled upon him. Such support permitted him to carry 
out the luxurious visual display and public behaviour mentioned in the first and 
second chapters. It was also his means of survival when he fell upon hard times. 
 
Apart from providing him with financial support, older patronesses assisted 
Casanova’s infiltration of the aristocratic domestic spaces which were so often the 
site of his public performances. For example, in Rome, a salonnière described as 
Madame G. advised Casanova to let himself be seen at her house, having told him 
“on me dit que vous avez de l’esprit” (Casanova HDMV 1: 201). Of one evening in 
her salon, Casanova writes “je jette un coup d’œil sur moi, sur ma situation actuelle, 
et sur le grand voyage qu’il me semblait avoir fait à l’assemblée ce soir-là” (207). 
Similarly, Madame du Rumain’s connections helped Casanova to ingratiate himself 
in Parisian society and at court. Casanova writes “J’ai connu chez elle Mme de 
Valbelle, celle de Roncerolles, la princesse de Chimai et plusieurs autres qui 
faisaient les délices de ce qu’on appelait à Paris la bonne compagnie” (Casanova 
HDMV 2: 153). He describes another example of Madame du Rumain’s assistance: 
“Dans ces jours-là j’ai reçu une lettre de Mme du Rumain, qui m’en envoyait une de 
M. le duc de Choiseul, adressée à M. de Chauvelin, ambassadeur de France à 
Turin, que je lui avais demandée” (796).  Also, it was the Marquise d’Urfé who 
arranged for the Duc de Choiseul to write a letter of recommendation for Casanova 
to the French ambassador to Switzerland, Monsieur de Chavigny (308). Without the 
opportunities to network in good society facilitated by and the specific introductions 
made by wealthy older patronesses, many of Casanova’s public performances would 
not have been possible. In my view, these recurrent examples of older aristocratic 
women assisting Casanova in society and supporting him financially were less about 
feminine gullibility but more about Casanova’s exploitation of aristocratic gullibility. 
We cannot forget that he kept the male Venetian nobles Bragadin, Barbaro and 
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Dandalo under his influence for many years. Indeed, contrary to what one might 
expect given the myths surrounding Casanova nowadays, when he swindled 
aristocrats, it was primarily by pretending to have occult powers and this was 
directed at both males and females. He did not, as we might think, usually play the 
role of gigolo to wealthy older ladies who paid for him to romance them.  
 
Female theatrical celebrities were also involved in his pursuit of well-knownness but 
in different ways. Using Rojek’s language, these women were achieved celebrities. 
They may have impacted upon the public consciousness initially because of their 
occupations but then, as the examples cited in the first chapter demonstrate, their 
well-knownness depended predominantly upon their personal rather than their 
professional qualities. Though he pretended he wasn’t the son of two actors, he 
maintained a close association with the theatre. Associating publicly with female 
singers, actresses and dancers was not inconsistent with his constructed public 
image as a noble. Aristocrats also cavorted with female theatrical celebrities and 
these relationships were often the reason for the notorious and glamorous status of 
such women. In these relationships, Casanova could, in public if not in private, 
assume the role of the wealthy aristocratic patron and the actress that of the 
glamorous mistress. As already mentioned, a public association with a female 
theatrical celebrity would be in many contexts a mark of prestige. Although women of 
the stage may not have been welcome in the most respectable and most strictly 
aristocratic of spaces, celebrity was a means by which they could escape the bounds 
of their social class. Their celebrity gave them public recognition and social power 
which their birth did not. One historical study of particular relevance in this regard is 
Felicity Nussbaum’s consideration of female theatrical celebrity in the 18th century. 
Nussbaum argues that theatre stood at the crux of urban life in 18th-century England 
and women figured at its very centre (Luckhurst and Moody 148). Nussbaum 
observes that theatrical celebrity wielded the potential to afford women an avenue to 
class mobility in a way previously unavailable to them. Similarly, Casanova sought 
upward class mobility by cultivating his own celebrity. Indeed, they often collaborated 
in order to achieve this. Associating publicly with an established female theatrical 
celebrity would have meant that some of her reflected glamour and notoriety would 
have shone upon Casanova. 
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Women played an active role in increasing his well-knownness 
Beyond assisting him in society and reflecting their well-knownness upon him, 
Casanova’s relationships with women increased his well-knownness in other ways. 
He drew attention to himself in public by appearing with beautiful women. His 
relationships with women also often involved a degree of controversy and so 
contributed to his notoriety. Further, they were involved in his strategies for deceiving 
aristocrats, either simply by helping him perform a noble identity to which he had no 
claim or by outright charlatanry. 
 
Appearing in public with beautiful women was one way in which Casanova drew 
attention to himself and so became much talked about. It could be argued that 
beautiful women were a kind of accessory, part of Casanova’s rich appearance. 
However, this is not to say that they did not play a knowing part in such public 
appearances. Having a beautiful and luxuriously attired woman as his companion 
amplified his visual impact. Indeed, he usually bought clothes and jewels for his 
mistresses and was as deliberate with their appearances as he was with his own. He 
often described his mistresses’ public appearances with the metaphor of briller, 
implying that they sparkled like the jewels he customarily wore. For example, he 
writes “Notre dîner fut délicat et gai et la belle Irlandaise brilla” (Casanova HDMV 3: 
827). Another extract from his memoirs demonstrates how Casanova often 
conceived of a beautiful woman as an essential element of the rich and elegant 
appearance he wished to present in public: 
Je me suis mis un habit de velours ras cendré, brodé en paillettes or et 
argent, une chemise à manchettes de cinquante louis de point à l’aiguille, et 
mes diamants en montres, tabatières, bagues et croix de mon ordre qui 
valaient au moins vingt mille écus, et avec Marcoline qui était brillante comme 
une étoile, je suis allé à une heure et demie chez les ambassadeurs. (86)  
Having a beautiful woman at his side who was dressed resplendently would have 
contributed to the public image he sought to cultivate.  
 
However, beauty was not the only quality Casanova appreciated in his mistresses. 
He frequently remarked upon their esprit, usage du monde, intelligence and artistic 
talent. The most striking example of this in Casanova’s memoirs is the aristocratic 
“Henriette” whom he met in 1749. Of her, he writes “son esprit m’enchaînait plus que 
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sa beauté” (Casanova HDMV 1: 482). He also recorded in his memoirs how he was 
impressed by her ability to be charming in company: “elle ne disait jamais rien 
d’important que l’accompagnant d’un rire qui, lui donnant le vernis de la frivolité, le 
rendait à portée de toute la compagnie. Elle donnait par là de l’esprit à ceux qui ne 
savaient pas en avoir, qui en revanche l’aimaient à l’adoration” (501).  When 
Casanova and Henriette attended a dinner in 1749, she impressed all of the guests, 
who included two virtuosi from the opera, by playing the cello superbly (509 - 510). 
Physical beauty and elegant dress would ideally be accompanied by an 
understanding of how to behave in good society, wit and engaging manners. The 
reporting by the press of occurrences at events attended by good society and the 
repetition of bons mots by others were means by which a person’s well-knownness 
spread. Therefore, Henriette’s sparkling conversation and impromptu musical 
performance were most likely discussed by others after the dinner. 
 
Just as they remain a source of fascination today, during his lifetime Casanova’s 
relationships with women were also the subject of some of the stories which 
circulated about him, for example the Wynne affair of 1759. His memoirs contain 
numerous examples of his love affairs, illegitimate children, scandals involving young 
unmarried women and similar stories inspiring public interest in cities across Europe. 
Of one story which circulated in Venice and according to which Casanova was 
supposed to have married a young woman he removed from the house of her 
tyrannical relation, he writes “Cette affaire avait été faite avec trop d’éclat pour 
qu’elle pût être ignorée de mes bons amis...[t]out le monde le dit [that Casanova is 
married], et partout. Les chefs même du Conseil des Dix le croient...” (Casanova 
HDMV 1: 540). He continues “Cette historiette fut celle qui amusa toute la ville pour 
cinq à six jours; puis elle tomba dans l’oubli” (541). Another instance of this occurred 
in London, at an event hosted by his former lover, Theresa Imer Cornelis, whose 
daughter, Sophie, was most likely Casanova’s. Casanova writes that Lady 
Harrington took Sophie by the hand and walked through the crowd on Casanova’s 
arm: 
Ce fut alors que j’ai dû écouter avec patience vingt demandes, faites à Miladi 
Harington par des femmes et par des hommes, qui ne m’avaient pas encore 
vu. 
- C’est donc le mari de Mme Cornelis qui est arrivé? 
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- Non, non non, disait Miladi Harington à tous les curieux, et je m’ennuyais, 
car on me disait en forme de compliment que jamais enfant n’a tant 
ressemblé à son père comme la petite Cornelis me ressemblait, et je désirais 
qu’elle laissât aller la petite; mais cela la divertissait trop pour me faire ce 
plaisir. 
- Restez, me dit-elle, près de moi, si vous voulez connaître tout le monde. 
(Casanova HDMV 3: 152) 
In this instance, Casanova’s relationship with Theresa Imer Cornelis, herself well 
known in London at the time as a host of fashionable events for the nobility at her 
establishment in Soho Square, was a source of gossip and also piqued the interest 
of an aristocratic patroness who could be useful to Casanova. While in London, 
Casanova had an unhappy liaison with La Charpillon. He writes she was known to 
“tout Londres” and also “une beauté à laquelle il était difficile de trouver un défaut” 
(222). To exact revenge for her mistreatment of him, he trained a parrot to repeat an 
insulting remark about La Charpillon and her mother95 and charged his servant with 
taking the parrot to the market every day where it would have been heard by many 
passers-by (274 - 75). These stories of affairs with beautiful women and indeed 
Casanova’s appearance in public with numerous beautiful women would have been 
the source of gossip. He rarely tried to keep his relationships with beautiful women 
secret and often consciously made efforts to appear in public with attractive women 
in the most spectacular fashion, that is to say in the most public place, with the most 
beautiful woman and dressed in the most elegant costume. 
 
Actresses, singers and dancers often assisted Casanova to faufiler into the upper 
echelons of society in their capacity as hostesses of dinners at which male members 
of the nobility attended or by introducing Casanova to their aristocratic lovers and 
friends. As already mentioned, Casanova’s actress mother had love affairs with 
members of the nobility, supposedly including King George II. This was common 
during the period and it was often the case that aristocratic men financially supported 
beautiful actresses, dancers or singers who were their mistresses.  Through the 
actress Coraline, Casanova made the acquaintance of the Prince of Monaco whose 
mistress she was (Casanova HDMV 1: 579, 80). In this way, Casanova met the 
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English ambassador in Venice in the mid-1750s, John Murray, through Ancilla, his 
lover and Casanova’s friend who introduced them (809). Noting how women of the 
stage were frequently a gateway to important people in Paris, Casanova writes: 
...celles qui m’occupaient le plus étaient les entretenues et les autres qui ne 
prétendaient appartenir au public que parce qu’elles chantaient, dansaient ou 
jouaient la comédie.... Je m’étais faufilé avec toutes très facilement. Les 
foyers des théâtres sont le noble marché où des amateurs vont profiter de 
cette agréable école; je commençais par devenir l’ami de leurs amants en 
titre, et je réussissais par l’art de ne jamais montrer la moindre prétention, et 
surtout de paraître non pas inconséquent, mais sans conséquences. 
 (Casanova HDMV 2: 78) 
Thus, Casanova’s female friends in the theatre were able to introduce him to the 
male members of the aristocracy with whom they shared an intimacy. 
 
Unlike aristocratic women who were usually his dupes, women of the stage played a 
role in Casanova’s charlatanry. Frequently, women of the theatrical world were 
treated by Casanova as co-conspirators in a sense. They would work together to 
achieve a common goal such as creating a favourable impression with influential 
people or extracting money from a wealthy dupe. For example, when he needed 
“une friponne” (732) to assist him with the sham magical rebirth of the Marquise 
d’Urfé as a man, Casanova thought of the dancer, La Corticelli. He thus sought a co-
conspirator from among his own social class. On a less extreme scale, there was 
often a degree of complicity in Casanova’s relationships with women of the stage in 
relation to assumed names. This was sometimes a necessary consequence of the 
fact that they knew each other for many years and, being acquainted with the other’s 
past and real identity, had to agree not to reveal this to others. For example, when 
Casanova met his former lover, the singer Thérèse-Bellino, in Florence many years 
after their relationship, the first two questions she asked him were where he was 
staying and what name he was using (571). She clearly understood that Casanova 
might have assumed a false identity. In the case of Thérèse-Bellino, she similarly 
wanted Casanova to keep her past secret; no one in Florence knew the details of her 
earlier life.  In a similar way, when Casanova again met the dancer known as la 
Cattinella, she told the assembled company the false story that Casanova was her 
cousin, thus setting out for him the roles they were to play in this scenario (Casanova 
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HDMV 1: 546). Also when Casanova was reacquainted with the Venetian singer 
Juliette, he confided in her that he did not wish to be known by his real name in that 
context and so she lied for him. He writes: “Je l’approche, et lui dis tout bas que ne 
voulant pas être connu je m’appelais Farussi” (469) and “Juliette...me fait sur-le-
champ baron, et elle me présente au comte de Spada” (470). Thus, Casanova and 
women of the theatre were sometimes in the position where they wished to conceal 
their true identity, past or birth from those around them. Often this meant that there 
would be a mutual concealment of the truth and complicit play acting. 
 
Another way theatrical women assisted Casanova in enhancing his well-knownness 
was by spreading stories about him. For example, Casanova writes of Marine, a 
dancer, following a nearly avoided duel: 
J’ai trouvé Marine dans le moment qu’elle était pour sortir, qui après avoir 
entendu comme toute l’affaire s’était passé me promit de conter la chose à 
tous ceux qu’elle verrait; mais ce qui lui faisait grand plaisir était qu’elle croyait 
sûre que mon secondant s’il est vrai qu’il était danseur ne pouvait être que 
Balletti, qui devait danser avec elle à Mantoue. (443) 
As can be seen from this example, often the interests of Casanova and his theatrical 
friends converged. It would not be overstating matters to say that an issue of central 
concern for Casanova and those working in the theatre was to attract the attention 
and patronage of the aristocracy. Cultivating their celebrity was a means of doing 
this. It must also be noted that women of the stage, unlike royalty or members of the 
aristocracy, were perhaps more free to court controversy in society. In this way they 
were similar to Casanova. For example, at a ball in Venice in 1741, he and Juliette, 
the singer mentioned above, exchanged clothes and reappeared dressed in each 
other’s costumes. Casanova writes that this was her idea of a good joke to play after 
supper (92 - 93).  This example demonstrates a woman using Casanova to court 
attention in public and to shock people. Casanova increased his own fame by 
association with the already famous Juliette96 and they both get themselves talked 
about by scandalously changing clothes at a ball and appearing cross-dressed in 
public.  
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Conclusions 
It is likely that many of Casanova’s relationships with women were based primarily 
upon affection. I do not suggest that his pursuit of well-knownness was so all 
consuming that it dictated all of his romantic and social relationships. Nonetheless, it 
is clear that his relationships with women were relevant to his pursuit of celebrity. 
How were Casanova’s relationships with women different to his relationships with 
men? What were the common features of these relationships? Significantly, 
Casanova’s relationships with women were often mutually beneficial. For example, 
with women of his own class, they often worked together to seduce or dupe the 
nobility. Even in the cases of aristocratic women such as Henriette or Giustiniana 
Wynne, they worked together to deceive the public; to conceal her identity in the 
case of Henriette and to conceal her pregnancy in the case of Wynne. Casanova 
and his female friends were often in a position to assist each other in society, “[se] 
faufiler dans la grande compagnie” as he puts it (Casanova HDMV 2: 602). 
Casanova’s relationships with men who were useful to him were far more one-sided, 
Casanova being the only one to really gain from the relationship. For example, while 
de Bernis may have enjoyed Casanova’s company, he did not gain materially from 
their friendship, nor was Casanova able to introduce de Bernis to anyone who could 
be useful to him. As demonstrated by the fact that de Bernis omits their friendship 
from his memoirs, he stood to lose more than to gain by their friendship. Similarly, as 
already mentioned, the duc de Choiseul denied he had met Casanova. While male 
public figures may have found Casanova amusing, he did not otherwise have much 
to offer them. 
  
We might ask: why then did Casanova have these special relationships with women? 
Perhaps it is because they were often struggling against similar prejudices. The kind 
of immediate recognition which Casanova courted was linked to his physical 
attractiveness. In some ways, Casanova measured his success by how attractive he 
was to women; for example he writes “je commençais à me voir dans le certain âge, 
qu’ordinairement la fortune méprise, et les femmes n’en font pas grand cas” 
(Casanova HDMV 3: 562). A woman’s ability to succeed in society was similarly 
often linked to her physical beauty. The prevailing appreciation for physical beauty 
meant that good-looking people could perhaps rise above the social station into 
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which they were born. Casanova describes beautiful women in Spa hoping to make 
their fortune thus: 
A la promenade du matin je me suis mis en compagnie de quelqu’un qui 
m’informa de toutes les beautés féminines que nous y vîmes. La quantité de 
filles aventurières qui se trouve à Spa dans la saison des eaux est incroyable, 
elles y vont toutes croyant de faire fortune... (538) 
Casanova’s memoirs contain many more examples of women who were not born 
noble rising, like he did, to a position in society such that they socialised primarily 
with nobles. More often than not, these women were beautiful dancers, actresses or 
singers who inspired the desire of noblemen. However, the disadvantage of 
achieving success based on physical beauty is that it meant their fortunes were 
liable to decline along with their physical attractiveness as they aged.  
 
Just as Casanova often concealed his lowly birth in certain contexts, women were 
sometimes obliged to hide their past from society. Perhaps women who were 
struggling against prevailing prejudices felt sympathy for Casanova, a son of actors 
who was clearly striving for greater things for himself. In the 18th century, aristocratic 
women’s ambitions were curtailed by the limitations imposed by existing 
assumptions about gender roles. Women who were not noble, like Casanova, also 
struggled with class divisions prevalent in society. Often they were in a position to 
assist each other and this perhaps explains Casanova’s significant relationships with 
women throughout his life. As strict gender divisions still permeated every level of 
society during Casanova’s lifetime, Casanova’s social position as a foreigner and a 
non-noble was not dissimilar to the social situation of women in the 18th century, 
namely as other to aristocratic males who  dominated socially, economically and 
culturally. Casanova and women were not born into positions of power. More than 
men, they were his partners in crime so to speak. On many occasions they worked 
together to draw attention to themselves in public in the way they chose and to hide 
from the public aspects of their identity which they chose not to reveal. In many 
cases, this willingness to assist each other was the result of shared history, 
friendship or affection. In other cases, it was that they were both in a similar position, 
recognised this and decided that they could each help each other. In trying to gain 
advantages from the aristocratic men who were in control at the time, Casanova was 
in the same position as many women during the 18th century.  He was reliant upon a 
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powerful man, such as the monarch or ministers, to give him titles, profitable 
employment and positions. He was obliged to seduce them in much the same way 
as he describes the ladies of the stage seducing rich nobles at the same time. 
Perhaps it was a sense of empathy which resulted in Casanova working with women 
to achieve similar goals on numerous occasions. 
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Conclusion 
 
L’alphabet est la propriété de tout le monde; c’est incontestable. J’ai pris huit 
lettres, et je les ai combinés de façon à produire le mot Seingalt. Ce mot ainsi 
formé m’a plu et je l’ai adopté pour mon nom appellatif, avec la ferme 
persuasion que personne ne l’ayant porté avant moi, personne n’a le droit de 
me le contester, et bien moins encore de le porter sans mon consentement.97  
(Casanova HDMV 2: 728 - 29) 
 
At the outset of this project, I identified three questions: Was Casanova famous? 
Was he a celebrity? What is the difference between those two things? I shall address 
the last of these questions first. Though use of the terms can be imprecise even 
within the field of celebrity studies, that fame and celebrity are two distinct types of 
well-knownness is clear. The numerous and predominantly pejorative discourses 
associated with celebrity were discussed in the Introduction. Perhaps they can best 
be summarised as follows: fame is well-knownness resulting from meritorious 
achievement whereas celebrity is well-knownness which exists because of a variety 
of other factors. I argued in the third chapter that Casanova was not famous; he did 
not distinguish himself among his contemporaries through his occupation and he 
was not well known because of any of his occupations. He was, therefore, a 
celebrity. 
 
Why should we conceive of Casanova as a celebrity? To do so reveals new insights 
into the study of Casanova. Instead of assuming he was good at what he told us he 
was good at (writing, conversation), we can move past that and see what he actually 
was good at (self-promotion, accumulating attention capital). Casanova scholarship, 
while astonishingly meticulous in relation to almost all aspects of his life, has been 
uncharacteristically incurious in its approach to the question of his well-knownness. 
Whether he is presented as a paragon of virtue or a talentless drifter, the nature of 
his well-knownness is not considered in a logically consistent or thorough manner. In 
looking at the nature of his well-knownness in detail, I believe we can arrive at 
fascinating insights in relation to Casanova himself and the society in which he lived 
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more generally. Conceiving of Casanova as a celebrity forces one to look critically 
and dynamically at his public image, his quest for well-knownness, his social function 
and cultural status in different contexts. 
  
Casanova distinguished himself among his contemporaries by cultivating his own 
well-knownness.  His social status at birth, still the determining factor of one’s life 
trajectory for most in the 18th century, afforded him no claims to enjoy the 
consideration of a nobleman and his skill in a particular occupation no basis for 
amassing a fortune. However, he did both of those things. That he set out to and 
indeed did them without a career and without public recognition for any meritorious 
achievement makes him, I contend, an 18th-century celebrity. The definitions of 
celebrity formulated by respected celebrity theorists apply to him: he was known for 
his personality (Boorstin 65); he was attributed glamorous and notorious status 
within the public sphere (Rojek Celebrity 10) and he was often highly visible and 
recognised in public (van Krieken 5). His self-promotion and consequent 
representation by others as notorious (either in gazettes or through gossip) can be 
understood as a mode of representation such as Turner conceives of celebrity. 
Further, he exhibited the traits associated with celebrities by those theorists and also 
popular commentators such as not being known for his occupation, deriving wealth 
and social power from his well-knownness, regarding being well known as an end in 
itself, getting attention in public for criminal acts, periods of intense circulation of his 
image following those acts, being attributed notorious status in the public sphere, 
having a carefully constructed and managed public image and being at times 
represented by himself and others as an exceptional person, worthy of attention. He 
was also the subject of criticism by his peers similar to the complaints levelled at 
celebrities in popular discourse and critical commentary since the 1960s.  People 
questioned why he was in the public eye, why he enjoyed the privileges he did and 
said he had no talents or occupation to account for his well-knownness. His well-
knownness was the product of self-promotion, manipulation and objectification. Thus 
he exhibited many of the qualities said to characterise today’s celebrity culture. 
 
The controlling of his public image, his manipulation of it, his self-promotion 
strategies and even the nature of the public self he presented all make him 
identifiable with contemporary theorisations of celebrity. If we recognise that 
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Casanova engaged in practices that are now commonplace then this complicates 
many of the claims of celebrity studies writers. Further, this problematises the overly 
simplistic conception of historical fame espoused by fame historians. Undoubtedly, 
an industry of cultural intermediaries has risen up around celebrities in the 20th and 
21st centuries. However, the recent rise of the social media celebrity suggests that 
third party intermediaries are not always involved in the formation of celebrity. For 
example, it is now common for women to break into modelling, designing and 
product endorsement careers by uploading pictures of themselves onto social media 
(Lyons). Casanova’s do-it-yourself self-promotion and image management is in fact 
very similar to contemporary celebrity culture in that way. There has undoubtedly 
been a rise in recent years of people attaining celebrity through self-promotion and 
social media. Therefore, that Casanova stage-managed his career and public image 
himself is not inconsistent with his being a celebrity. I do not think that we should 
point to the relatively undeveloped public relations industry as a reason for finding 
that celebrity could not have existed in the 18th century. The present case study 
challenges the notion that fame was the most culturally and socially pervasive type 
of well-knownness observable at this time.  
 
Celebrity studies does not take adequate account of figures like Casanova and what 
his writings and life tell us about 18th-century society. Celebrity is emerging as a 
legitimate topic for academic study, a field of its own. While the origins of celebrity 
studies may be very recent, I contend that the origins of celebrity itself are not as 
recent as usually thought. Conceiving of celebrity as a by-product of technological 
advances in the 19th century or the mass media of the 20th century unhelpfully fixes 
celebrity as a product of late modernity. However, if we trace the trends typifying 
celebrity much earlier, then we arrive at the possibility that celebrity is not inherently 
modern and also not, of itself, a newly emerged crisis. It is only when we open our 
eyes to these possibilities that we can write a history which is as complex and 
nuanced as the condition it purports to describe. Indeed, as Morgan suggests, 
historicising celebrity could reveal it as one of the key drivers of the modernisation 
process (367). Technologies undoubtedly shape the production and consumption of 
celebrity but one cannot ignore that trends in popular and critical discourse about this 
particular type of well-knownness have not really changed for hundreds of years. 
The present case study suggests that a thorough historical analysis of this discursive 
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trend would refute both the idea that the 18th century was a fame meritocracy and 
also that the cultural values of contemporary society are being debased by a newly 
emerged emphasis on vacuous public prominence over achievement. 
 
I believe there was a thriving celebrity culture in 18th-century Europe and that this 
historical context can be described as a celebrity society, to use van Krieken’s 
formulation. As discussed in the previous chapters, this culture included public 
interest in the personal lives of well-known people, the influence of such people over 
the behaviour of the public, prominent celebrity-like figures, an increasingly regular 
and active press which had begun to report on their activities, the emergence of a 
new type of well-knownness grounded in visual display and visibility in public and the 
emergence of autobiographical storytelling as a genre. Casanova was not an 
isolated example; contemporaneous sources suggest that many of his 
contemporaries were glamorous and/or notorious occupation-less figures. His 
depiction of the historical context in which he lived shows a society very much 
fascinated with and influenced by celebrity-like figures. Further, the function of 
celebrity in today’s society is similar to the social and cultural function of those 
figures; they were the subject of gossip, they were visible in public, they had power 
and influence over others and defined the Zeitgeist of a particular moment, to use 
Marshall’s language.  Elements of celebrity culture with which we are familiar now 
and which are often regarded as recent phenomena were in fact commonplace in the 
18th century. The sooner we recognise this then the sooner we can embark upon 
answering the fascinating question of why this was the case. I argue that social, 
cultural and economic conditions of the historical context in which he lived permitted 
and encouraged the rise of celebrities like Casanova. The social and cultural 
conditions which facilitated the emergence of celebrity took shape in Casanova’s 
historical context. The rise of capital cities, increased travel, increased literacy levels 
resulted in the emergence of the modern public sphere. The rise of the mercantile 
bourgeoisie, the erosion of strict class divisions and the secularisation of society 
resulted in an emphasis on individual achievement and competition between 
individuals. These conditions and why they encouraged the production of this 
particular type of well-knownness warrant further attention. 
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In studying particular celebrities as texts or indeed even the current media and 
industries which produce celebrities, we can lose sight of the discourses surrounding 
celebrity. Those discourses have a long history and suggest that we need to rethink 
both the historical narrative underpinning much work in media and cultural studies 
and also in sociology in relation to celebrity as a recent problem. Compare for 
example Gamson’s comment from the 1990s which characterises the phenomenon 
of celebrity as the elimination of distinctions between deserving and undeserving 
people, the increased inability to make such distinctions – even more important, the 
lack of interest in making them (10). In 1759, in the Theory of Moral Sentiments, 
Adam Smith lamented the inability of contemporaries to confer true fame upon the 
deserving (Brock 9). The bestowing of well-knownness upon the wrong people is a 
discursive trend which has a long history. It is not an actual problem and not a recent 
one. 
 
It is hoped that this study goes some way to problematising the conception of 
celebrity as the result of cultural or social decline. There are very persuasive 
arguments that celebrity has become increasingly prominent in our culture and that 
negative consequences flow from this. However, I do not think we can extrapolate 
from this that this represents a lapse from an earlier age where fame was ascribed 
sparingly and in accordance with a meritocracy. The present case study suggests 
that it is not only in the present day that instant gratification was preferred over long 
term reward and that appearance and visibility where valued as opposed to 
substance. It also suggests that it is not the case that well-knownness in past 
cultures reflected meritorious achievements or that historical well known people were 
primarily models of behaviour and worthy values. Among Casanova and his 
contemporaries, there were many public figures whose celebrity can be attributed to 
their deliberate practices of visual impact and public scandal. This suggests that we 
need to look a little further back in charting the emergence of these trends and also 
that we should not be overly pessimistic about the creation of the celebrity in the 
present day. Historical studies suggest that it is not the case that celebrities prior to 
the 20th century were beacons of virtue and vehicles for wholly positive ideologies. 
Rather than worrying that 21st-century society is somehow being ruined by celebrity, 
we should consider why society has been so fixated upon celebrity for hundreds of 
years. Why is the role of celebrity so essential?  The main character in Woody 
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Allen’s film Celebrity says “You can learn a lot about a society by who it chooses to 
celebrate” (Allen). That proposition opens up a series of interesting questions. 
 
While I do contend that the nature of Casanova’s well-knownness shares many 
similarities with celebrity, it is important not to overlook the differences between the 
two. Casanova did not seek and did not enjoy the kind of popular acclaim of many 
celebrities. Apart from during the peaks of his well-knownness (as it is most likely 
that his escape from the Leads and his duel with Count Branicki were talked about at 
every level of society and not only by the literate elite), Casanova’s public image 
probably did not really register with le peuple. Casanova’s publics were the exclusive 
francophone societies at the top of the social ladder. Further, while I do not accept 
that visual images were as unimportant or that images circulated as slowly during the 
18th century as many celebrity theorists and fame historians would have one believe, 
it cannot be denied that the technologies for the reproduction of visual images were 
antiquated relative to today. For this reason, it is only when one looks closely at a 
case study of a figure like Casanova that one can recognise that many of the same 
things are happening; he does not immediately seem to share any qualities with Kim 
Kardashian or Paris Hilton. The absence of visual technology like photography, hand 
held recording devices and camera phones does also mean that stories about 
Casanova circulated orally first and foremost and then in gazettes.  
Nonetheless, I contend that Casanova’s well-knownness in his historical context 
shares so many significant similarities with celebrity that the two are most correctly 
understood as different iterations of the same phenomenon. 
 
A key difference between Casanova’s well-knownness is that the production and 
consumption of contemporary celebrity has been fully industrialised. Third party 
intermediaries who shape the celebrity’s public image are industries themselves, 
publicity is big business and those providing services to celebrities (personal 
trainers, stylists, make-up artists etc.) can often become celebrities in their own right. 
Further, celebrities can hire increasingly specialised intermediaries to manage their 
public image. For example, Frederick Hunter specialises in celebrity reputation crisis 
management through social media ("Frederick and Associates Web Page"). Gossip 
about celebrities has also been industrialised, there are a plethora of magazines, 
newspapers and blogs which only report celebrity gossip. Thus, nowadays, those 
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originating and managing the celebrity’s public image as well as the media 
disseminating it belong to sophisticated, profitable and powerful industries. I would 
argue that the roles of those intermediaries and the functions they perform with 
regard to the production and dissemination of celebrity did take shape in Casanova’s 
historical context. They were, however, not industrialised to the same degree. In the 
cases of literary and theatrical celebrity, as already argued by others, celebrities did 
form part of an established industry subject to similar market forces and with 
products to shift, namely books and theatre tickets. The creation, circulation and 
importance of celebrities were in evidence in Casanova’s lifetime but it was not 
industrialised to the same degree as today. 
 
As set out in the introduction, the question of Casanova’s status in subsequent 
historical periods is beyond the scope of this study. I hazard a guess that it has more 
to do with the establishment of a mythology loosely connected with Casanova’s 
image rather than his biography. Indeed, I believe I can say with certainty that 
Casanova’s well-knownness in the 21st century is not a continuation of his well-
knownness during his lifetime such that it could be said that the latter has endured 
for centuries. Casanova was certainly not as well-known during his lifetime and 
indeed for some time after his death as he is today, and he was not well known in 
the same ways or for the same reasons. I would certainly say that the ostensibly 
historically based characters called Casanova in the fiction works based on his life 
which have abounded since his death have very little to do with the historical figure. 
Making an observation which is acutely applicable to Casanova, Braudy compares 
the continued interest in the most famous with the continued fascination with a great 
work of art or an important historical moment: “The ability to reinterpret them fills 
them with constantly renewed meaning, even though that meaning might be very 
different from what they meant a hundred or a thousand years before” (15). While 
this thesis is not a study of the circulation of Casanova’s image after his death, it is 
noteworthy that Braudy’s account might well correspond to the continued popularity 
of the myths associated with Casanova’s image. Indeed, his biography seems 
largely irrelevant to his fame today, if we can call it that. This is a fascinating 
potential area of study. 
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I have argued against the idea that fame and celebrity are historically sequential 
phenomena. This raises the question, what then is the relationship between fame 
and celebrity? They are usually presented as mutually exclusive and indeed seem 
usually to be defined by reference to each other; this can’t be fame because it is 
celebrity, this can’t be celebrity because it is fame. However, I think there is potential 
for overlap between the two. For example, Rousseau was clearly famous in his 
lifetime and now. However, while he was alive, his well-knownness also involved 
certain aspects which are identifiable with celebrity as discussed by van Krieken. If 
we talk about well-known people by categorising them either as famous people or 
celebrities then, in my view, we create a false dichotomy. People can be both. An 
excellent contemporary example would be Barack Obama. He is undoubtedly 
famous because of his meritorious achievements, namely his important occupation 
as the President of the United States. However, there is also intense public interest 
in his private life, for example recent speculation in the tabloids that he had an affair 
with Beyoncé. In some contexts, he is an important public figure and his celebrity 
status is backgrounded, in others, he is fodder for celebrity tabloids. This has not 
been addressed specifically in this study and I think there is more work to be done in 
relation to the interaction between fame and celebrity and the possibility that certain 
figures embody both types of well-knownness in shifting degrees across different 
contexts.  
 
I believe that the story of celebrity began in the 18th century, if not earlier, and it has 
constantly developed such that the celebrity culture in the present day is most 
properly regarded as the most recent iteration of a long-ongoing cultural and social 
trend. The question of how celebrity has changed over the centuries is a fascinating 
one and bears consideration by both historians and celebrity studies scholars. To 
date, the overarching trend in both fields has been to isolate one celebrity text or 
particular historical period and indeed this case study has also adopted this 
approach. This has resulted in a selective and patchy chronology of celebrity. The 
challenge is to fill in the gaps and to develop a history of celebrity. Celebrity studies 
is undoubtedly an important discipline given the prevalence of celebrity in society. I 
argue that the discipline is also important because it relates to a phenomenon which 
has been observable in society for hundreds of years.  
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Posthumously, Casanova’s well-knownness has come full circle and indeed 
surpassed any acclaim he achieved during his lifetime. Writing in 1959, a Casanovist 
review laments American ignorance of Casanova’s intellectual achievements and the 
indifference of the French to the memoirs, a significant piece of French literature 
(International Casanova Society Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. vol 2: 2). The 
publication of a facsimile copy of the memoirs was abandoned in 1962 due to lack of 
subscriptions, only 250 having been received (vol 5: 3). This is in stark contrast to 
the position in 2010 when the Bibliothèque Nationale de France paid a fortune to 
acquire the manuscript of the memoirs, dedicated an exhibition to Casanova’s life 
and writings and numerous academics are rediscovering Casanova as a subject.98 
Casanova will continue to be a subject for critical commentators in varying ways. 
One of those, I dare to hope, will be as an early exponent of cultural practices 
formerly thought to date only from the 20th century. Celebrity is a glossy topic. As 
Beer and Penfold-Mounce note, it provides an unusual correlation between the 
interests of academic researchers and the general public (362). Casanova and his 
historical context is, we might say, a dusty topic. By bringing them into dialogue, we 
can potentially rejuvenate both of those topics. 18th-century history is an established 
topic for academic study and could assist the editors of Celebrity Studies in “growing 
the intellectual climate of the study of celebrity” (James Bennett and Redmond 1). 
Engaging with celebrity studies could assist historians and Casanovists in figuratively 
blowing the dust off the study of the 18th century.   
                                                          
98
 See for example the 2012 interview with Maxime Rovere which discusses his new biography of 
Casanova, the acquisition of the manuscript of the memoirs by the Bibilothèque nationale de France 
and the exhibition which followed (Jungerman). 
 
 
205 
 
Bibliography 
Celebrity. Dir. Allen, Woody. Perf. Kenneth; Davis Branagh, Julie; DiCaprio, 
Leonardo et al. Miramax et al, 25 September 1998 (USA) 1998. DVD. 
Apollinaire, Guillaume. Casanova. Comédie parodique. Paris, 1952. Print. 
Arnold, Whitney. "Rousseau and Reformulating Celebrity." The Eighteenth Century 
55.1 (2014). Print. 
"bagatelle" Dictionnaire de l’Académie française. 1740. Web. 10 Jan. 2015 
"bagatelle" Dictionnaire de l’Académie française. 1762. Web. 10 Jan. 2015 
Baschet, Armand. Les Archives de Venise. Histoire de la Chancellerie secrète. Le 
Sénat, le cabinet des ministres, le Conseil des Dix, et les inquisiteurs d'État 
dans leurs rapports avec la France, etc. Paris: Henri Plon, 1870. Print. 
Beaurepaire, Pierre-Yves. L'Europe des francs-maçons : XVIIIe-XXIe siècles. Paris: 
Belin, 2002. Print. 
---. Le mythe de l'Europe française au XVIIIe siècle : diplomatie, culture et 
sociabilités au temps des Lumières. Paris: Éditions Autrement, 2007. Print. 
Beer, David , and Ruth Penfold-Mounce. "Researching glossy topics: the case of the 
academic study of celebrity." Celebrity Studies 1.3 (2010). Web. 13 Aug. 
2013. 
Bennett, James , and Su Holmes. "The 'place' of television in celebrity studies." 
Celebrity Studies 1.1 (2010): 65 - 80. Web. 13 Aug. 2013. 
Bennett, James, and Sean Redmond. "Editorial." Celebrity Studies 5.1 (2014). Print. 
Berka, Jan. "Casanova âgé de 62 ans." 1787. Web. 17 Apr. 2007 
Bernis, François-Joachim de Pierres. Mémoires. Ed. Jean-Marie Rouart. Paris: 
Mercure de France, 1980. Print. 
Bernis, François-Joachim de Pierres and Voltaire. Correspondance de Voltaire et du 
cardinal de Bernis depuis 1761 jusqu’à 1777 publiée d’après leurs Lettres 
originales, avec quelques Notes par le Citoyen Bourgoing, Membre-Associé 
de l’Institut National. Paris: Dupont, 1980. Print. 
Betiku, Fehintola "'What are any of these guys famous for?': Annie Lennox blasts 
The X Factor for creating the 'phenomena of celebrity'." Daily Mail Online 
[London] 25 February 2013 2013, TV/Showbiz: 8. Web. 26 Feb. 2013. 
Bleakley, Horace William , and Giacomo Girolamo Casanova di Seingalt. Casanova 
in England : being the account of the visit to London in 1763-4 of Giacomo 
 
 
206 
 
Casanova Chevalier de Seingalt His Schemes Enterprises & Amorous 
Adventures with a Description of the Nobility Gentry & Fashionable 
Courtesans Whom He Encountered as Told by Himself: Bodley Head, 1923. 
Print. 
Blunt, James, Letter to Chris Bryant published in The Guardian. Music section. 19 
January 2015. Web. 23 Oct. 2015. 
Bolt, Rodney. The librettist of Venice : the Remarkable Life of Lorenzo Da Ponte, 
Mozart's Poet, Casanova's Friend, and Italian Opera's Impresario in America. 
New York ; London: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2006. Print. 
Boorstin, Daniel J. The image : a guide to pseudo-events in America. 25th 
Anniversary Edition New York: Vintage Books. A Division of Random House 
Inc., 1987. Print. 
Boyce, Charlotte et al. Victorian Celebrity Culture and Tennyson's Circle. 
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013. Print. 
Boyd, Diane E., and Marta Kvande. Everyday revolutions : eighteenth-century 
women transforming public and private. Newark: University of Delaware 
Press, 2008. Print. 
Braudy, Leo. The Frenzy of Renown : Fame & its History. New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1986. Print. 
Bremner, Chris. "Bibliothèque Nationale de France buys Casanova memoirs for £6 
million." Times Online [London] 2010, 19 February 2010 ed., World 
News/Europe. Web. 24 Feb. 2010. 
Brock, Claire. The Feminization of Fame, 1750 - 1830: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006. 
Print. Palgrave Studies in the Enlightenment, Romanticism & the Cultures of 
Print. 
Buisine, Alain. Casanova l'Européen. Paris: Tallandier, 2001. Print. 
"Casanova" Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary. 11th ed. 2003. Web. 24 Nov. 
2013. 
Casanova de Seingalt, Jacques. Histoire de ma fuite des prisons de la République 
de Venise , qu'on appelle les Plombs, Écrite à Dux en Bohême l'année 1787 
par Jacques Casanova de Seingalt. Leipzig: Lenoble de Schönfeld, 1788. 
Print. 
---. Histoire de ma vie suivie de textes inédits. Ed. Francis Lacassin. Vol. 1 to 4. 12 
vols. Paris: Robert Laffont, 2002. 4th reprint. Print. 
 
 
207 
 
---. Histoire de ma vie suivie de textes inédits. Ed. Francis Lacassin. Vol. Volumes 9 
to 12. Paris: Robert Laffont, 2002. 4th reprint. Print. 
---. Histoire de ma vie suivie de textes inédits. Ed. Francis Lacassin. Vol. Volumes 5 
to 8. 12 vols. Paris: Robert Laffont, 2002. 4th reprint. Print. 
--. Histoire de ma vie. Eds. Gérard  Lahouti and Marie-Françoise  Luna. Vol. 1. Paris: 
Bibliothèque de la Pléiade, 2013. Print. 
Casanova di Seingalt, Giacomo Girolamo. Le Messager de Thalie. Onze feuilletons 
inédits de critique dramatique. Ed. Jean Fort. Dijon: Maurice Darantière, 1925. 
Print.   
---. "Opuscoli Miscellanei, Gennaio 1779 M.V. - Luglio 1780." 1779. Print. 
Casanova di Seingalt, Giacomo Girolamo and Pietro Antonio  Zaguri. Carteggi 
casanoviani. IIe letters del patrizio Saguri a Giac. Casanova. Ed. Pompeo 
Gerardo Molmenti. Milan, 1918. Print. 
Casanova di Seingalt, Giacomo Girolamo, Joseph Pollio, and Raoul Vèze. Pages 
casanoviennes. Publiées sous la direction de Joseph Pollio et Raoul Vèze 
vols 3 - 4. Correspondance inédite de Jacques Casanova (1760 - 1766), 
1925. Print. 
---. Pages casanoviennes. Publiées sous la direction de Joseph Pollio et Raoul 
Vèze. 1. Le Messager de Thalie, etc. , 1925. Print. 
---. Pages casanoviennes. Publiés sous la direction de Joseph Pollio et Raoul Vèze 
vols 1 - 2. Le Duel ou Essai sur la vie de J.C. Vénitien. . Vol. 1 - 2, 1925. Print. 
Casanova, Francesco "Portrait of Casanova by his brother." approximately 1750. 
Web. 17 Apr. 2007 
"Casanova fuyant les Plombs de Venise." 1787. Web. 17 Apr. 2007 
"célébre" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1721. 
Web. 24 Jun. 2013 
"célébre" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1771. 
Web. 24 Jun. 2013 
"aventurier" Diderot, Denis , and Jean le Rond d'Alembert. "Encyclopédie ou 
Dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers, par une société 
de gens de lettres. (Tome premier)." 1751 - 1765. Web. 28 Oct. 2013 
"célébre, illustre, fameux, renommé" Diderot, Denis , and Jean le Rond d'Alembert. 
"Encyclopédie ou Dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers, 
 
 
208 
 
par une société de gens de lettres. (Tome second)." 1751 - 1765. Web. 28 
Oct. 2013 
"célébrité" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1771. 
Web. 24 Jun. 2013 
"célébrité" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1721. 
Web. 24 Jun. 2013 
Chaussinand-Nogaret, Guy. Casanova : les dessus et les dessous de l'Europe des 
Lumières. Paris: Fayard, 2006. Print. 
Chiari, Pietro. Rosara; or, the Adventures of an actress: a story from real life 
(Translation from the Italian of Pietro Chiari). London: R. Baldwin & S. Bladon, 
1771. Print. 
Childs, James Rives. Casanova. A Biography Based on New Documents. . London: 
George Allen & Unwin, 1961. Print. 
Comisso, Giovanni, and Lucien Leluc, eds. Les Agents secrets de Venise au XVIIIe 
siècle, 1705-1797.  Paris: Gravet, 1944. Print. 
Conrad, Earl. Crane Eden. New York: Pyramid Publications Inc, 1962. Print. 
Craveri, Benedetta, and Teresa Waugh. The Age of Conversation. New York: New 
York Review Books, 2005. Print. 
Cryle, Peter M. "Charlatanism in the 'Age of Reason'." Cultural and Social History 3.3 
(2006). Print. 
Cryle, Peter M., and Lisa O'Connell. Libertine enlightenment : sex, liberty and licence 
in the eighteenth century. Basingstoke, England ; New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2004. Print. 
Currid-Halkett, Elizabeth. Starstruck: the Business of Celebrity. New York: Faber & 
Faber/Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2010. Print. 
Davies, Dan. Interview with Tom Hiddleston. Mail Online. 7 April 2012. Web. 26 Oct. 
2015. 
Di Robilant, Andrea. A Venetian affair : a true story of impossible love in the 
eighteenth century. London: Harper Perennial, 2004. Print. 
Dufaux, Jean, and Griffo  Werner. Giacomo C La Maschera nella bocca dei misteri. 
Rome: Lizard Edizioni s.r.l., 2002. Print. 
Dyer, Richard. Stars. New edition witha supplementary Chapter and Bibliography by 
Paul McDonald ed. London: BFI Publishing, 1998. Print. 
 
 
209 
 
Eakin, Paul John. Fictions in Autobiography: Studies in the Art of Self-Invention. 
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1985. Print. 
Emery, Ted. "Casanova's Coffeehouse: Sociability, Social Class, and the Well-bred 
Reader in Histoire de ma vie." The Thinking Space. The Café as a Cultural 
Institution in Paris, Italy, and Vienna. Eds. Leona Rittner, W. Scott Haine, and 
Jeffrey H.  Jackson: Ashgate, 2013. 169 - 84. Print. 
"fame" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1771. Web. 
23 Jun. 2014 
"fame" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1721. Web. 
23 Jun. 2014 
"fameux" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux). 1721. 
Web. 23 Jun. 2014 
"fameux" Dictionnaire universel françois et latin (Dictionnaire de Trévoux) 1771. 
Web. 23 Jun. 2014 
Il Casanova di Frederico Fellini. Dir. Fellini, Frederico. 11 February 1977 ( USA) 
1976. DVD. 
International Casanova Society. Casanova Gleanings vols 1 - 13. 1958-1970 Horn, 
1970. Print. 
International Casanova Society. Casanova Gleanings vols 14 - 21. 1971 - 1978. 
Horn 1978 Print. 
"Firenze 14 Aprile." Gazetta Toscana [Florence] 15 April 1770 1770. Google Books. 
Web. 1 Sept. 2012. 
"Firenze 21 Aprile." Gazetta Toscana [Florence] 21 April 1770 1770. Google Books. 
Web. 1 Sept. 2012. 
Kiss the Girls. Dir. Fleder, Gary. 6 March 1998 (UK) 1997. DVD. 
Flem, Lydia. Casanova, l'homme qui aimait vraiment les femmes. Paris: Éditions 
points, 2011. Print. Essais. 
Foreman, Amanda. The Duchess : Georgiana, Duchess of Devonshire. London: 
Harper Perennial, 2008. Print. 
"Frederick and Associates Web Page." Web. 1 Jul. 2014. 
Gamson, Joshua. Claims to fame : celebrity in contemporary America. Berkeley ; 
London: University of California Press, 1994. Print. 
"Gazette de Cologne janvier 1757." 1757. Microform. 
 
 
210 
 
Habermas, Jürgen. The structural transformation of the public sphere : an inquiry 
into a category of bourgeois society. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1989. 
Print. 
Habermas, Jürgen, Nick Crossley, and John M. Roberts. After Habermas : new 
perspectives on the public sphere. Oxford, UK ; Malden, MA: Blackwell 
Publishing/Sociological Review, 2004. Print. 
Halsey, Katie, and Jane Slinn, eds. The concept and practice of conversation in the 
long eighteenth century, 1688-1848. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars 
Publishing, 2008. Print. 
Hawkins, Ann R, and Ives, Maura (eds). Women Writers and the Artifacts of 
Celebrity in the Long Nineteenth Century. Ashgate, 2012. Print. 
Hilton, Boyd. "How I learned to stop worry and love celebrity culture!" Four Magazine 
2004. Print. 
Holmes, Su , and Sean Redmond. "Editorial." Celebrity Studies 1.1 (2010): 1 - 10. 
Web. 13 Aug. 2013. 
Inglis, Fred. A Short History of Celebrity. Princeton, N.J. ; Woodstock: Princeton 
University Press, 2010. Print. 
"jaser" Dictionnaire de l’Académie française. 3rd ed. 1740. Web. 10 Jan. 2015 
"jaser" Dictionnaire de l’Académie française. 4th ed. 1762. Web. 10 Jan. 2015 
Johnson, Dwayne (@TheRock). ""Those looking to break into the entertainment biz - 
don't commit to fame. Commit to being great at what you do. Be relentless. Be 
great."" 2013. Tweet. 13 Aug. 2013 
"Journal de Paris." 1777. Microform. 
Jungerman, Nathalie. "Entretien avec Maxime Rovere." Fondation de La Poste  
(2012). Web. 6 Aug. 2012. 
Kale, Steven D. French salons : high society and political sociability from the Old 
Regime to the Revolution of 1848. Baltimore, M.D. ; London: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2004. Print. 
Kelly, Ian. Cooking for kings : the life of Antonin Carãeme, the first celebrity chef. 
New York: Walker & Company, 2004. Print. 
Kudrow, Lisa (@LisaKudrow). ""Lisa Kudrow's company usually tweets on her 
behalf. But sometimes not." (Twitter bio)." 2015. Web. 14 Feb. 2015 
Lasch, Christopher. The culture of narcissism : American life in an age of diminishing 
expectations. London: Abacus Press, 1980. Print. 
 
 
211 
 
Leeflang, Marco , et al., eds. L'Intermédiaire des Casanovistes Études et 
informations Casanoviennes. Vol. Année XI. Geneva, 1994. Print. 
Lejeune, Phillipe. L'autobiographie en France. Parise: Librairie Armand Colin, 1971. 
Print. 
---. Le pacte autobiographique. Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1975. Print. 
Lesage, Alain-René. Histoire de Gil Blas de Santillane. Paris: Victor Masson Libraire, 
1836. Print. 
Lesage, Alain-René, and R. Laufer. Le diable Boiteux : Texte de la deuxième édition 
avec les variantes de l'édition originale et du remaniement de 1726. [S.l.]: 
Mouton, 1970. Print. 
Ligne, Charles Joseph de. Pensées, portraits et lettres à Casanova et à la marquise 
de Coigny Ed. Chantal Thomas. Paris: Editions Payot & Rivages, 2002. Print. 
Rivages poche Petite bibliothèque. 
Lilti, Antoine. Figures publiques. L’invention de la célébrité 1750 - 1850. Paris: 
Fayard, 2014. Print. 
---. Le monde des salons : sociabilité et mondanité à Paris au XVIIIe siècle. Paris: 
Fayard, 2005. Print. 
Luckhurst, Mary, and Jane Moody, eds. Theatre and celebrity in Britain, 1660-2000. 
New York ; Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005. Print. 
Luna, Marie-Françoise, ed. Casanova : fin de siècle : actes du colloque international 
(Grenoble, 8, 9, 10 octobre 1998). Paris: Honoré Champion, 1998. Print. 
Casanova Fin de siècle. 
---. Casanova mémorialiste. Paris: Honoré Champion, 1998. Print. 
Lyons, Kate. "The rise of the 'Insta-babes': The bikini queens turning sexy Instagram 
selfies into big business." Daily Mail Online [London] 17 January 2014 2014, 
Femail: 14. Web. 17 Jan. 2014. 
Mainardi, Angelo, and Jean-Marc Mandosio. Le monde secret de Casanova Essai 
traduit de l'italien par Jean-Marc Mandosio. Trans. Jean-Marc Mandosio. 1 
vols. Paris: Zulma, 2005. Print. 
Marshall, P. David. "The promotion and presentation of the self: celebrity as marker 
of presentational media." Celebrity Studies 1.1 (2010): 35 - 48. Web. 3 Aug. 
2013. 
Maynial, Edouard Casanova et son temps. Paris, 1910. Print. 
 
 
212 
 
Mason, Rowena. " Arts world must address lack of diversity, says Labour’s Chris 
Bryant ". The Guardian. Politics Section. 16 January 2015. Web. 23 Oct. 
2015. 
McHugh, Kathleen. "Of agency and embodiment: Angelina Jolie’s autographic 
transformations." Celebrity Studies 5.1-2 (2014). Print. 
Mercure de France janvier-juin 1757. Vol. Tome XXII. Geneva: Slatkine Reprints, 
1970. Print. 
Minois, Georges. Histoire de la célébrité. Les trompettes de la renommée. Paris: 
Perrin, 2012. Print. Pour l'histoire. 
Mole, Tom. Byron's romantic celebrity : industrial culture and the hermeneutic of 
intimacy. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007. Print. 
---. Romanticism and celebrity culture, 1750-1850. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2009. Print. 
Morgan, Simon. "Historicising celebrity." Celebrity Studies 1.3 (2010). Web. 13 Aug. 
2013. 
Palmer, Gareth. "Big Brother: an experiment in governance." Television and New 
Media 3.3 (2002). Print. 
Petersen, Anne Helen. "Towards an industrial history of celebrity gossip: The 
National Enquirer, People Magazine and ‘personality journalism’ in the 1970s 
" Celebrity Studies 2.2 (2011). Web. 13 Aug. 2013. 
"Pologne." La Gazette de Cologne [Cologne] 22 August 1766 1766, Pologne. Google 
Books. Web. 1 Sept. 2012. 
Prévost, Marie-Laure , and Chantal  Thomas, eds. Casanova. La passion de la 
liberté. Italy: Bibiliothèque nationale de France/Seuil, 2011. Print. 
"rénommée" Diderot, Denis, and Jean le Rond d'Alembert. "Encyclopédie ou 
Dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers, par une société 
de gens de lettres. (Tome quatorzième)." 1751 - 1765. Web. 28 Oct. 2013 
Roggendorff, Cécile de. Lettres d'amour à Casanova. Ed. Alain Buisine. Paris: 
Zulma, 2005. Print. Dilecta. 
Rojek, Chris. Celebrity. London: Reaktion, 2001. Print. Focus on contemporary 
issues. 
---. Fame Attack : the Inflation of Celebrity and its Consequences. London: 
Bloomsbury Academic, 2012. Print. 
Roth, Suzanne. Les aventuriers au XVIIIe siècle. Paris: Éditions Galilée, 1980. Print. 
 
 
213 
 
Rovere, Maxime. Casanova Paris: Gallimard, 2011. Print. Folio Biographies. 
Rudy, Seth. "Pope, Swift, and the Poetics of Posterity." Eighteenth-Century Life 35.2 
(2011). Print. 
Samaran, Charles. Jacques Casanova Vénitien. Une vie d'aventurier au XVIIIe 
siècle. Paris, 1914. Print. 
Schickel, Richard. Common Fame : the Culture of Celebrity. London: Pavilion, 1985. 
Print. 
---. His Picture in the Papers : a Speculation on Celebrity in America based on the 
life of Douglas Fairbanks, Sr. 1 vols: Charterhouse, 1973. Print. 
---. Intimate Strangers : the Culture of Celebrity. Chicago, Ill.: Ivan R. Dee ; St Albans 
: Datum, 2000. Print. 
Sennett, Richard. The Fall of Public Man. London: Faber and Faber, 1986. Print. 
Sheringham, Michael. French Autobiography Devices and Desire Rousseau to 
Perec. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993. Print. 
Sollers, Philippe. Casanova l'admirable. Paris: Plon, 1998. Print. 
Spangler, Todd. "New Breed of Online Stars Rewrite the Rules of Fame." Variety 5 
August 2014 2014. Web. 23 Feb. 2015 
Stallybrass, Peter, and Allon White. The Politics and Poetics of Transgression. 
Ithaca: University of Cornell University Press, 1986. Print. 
Summers, Judith. Casanova's women : the Great Seducer and the Women He 
Loved. London: Bloomsbury, 2006. Print. 
Thomas, Chantal. Casanova. Un voyage libertin.: Éditions Desnoel, 1985. Print. 
---. "Giacomo Casanova: Three Episodes from His Life as a Charlatan." Cultural and 
Social History 3.3 (2006). Print. 
Thomas, Holly. "Ricky Gervais criticises British culture for stifling ambition of 
children." Daily Mail Online [London] 1 November 2011 2011. Web. 1 Nov. 
2011. 
Toksvig, Sandi. Peas and Queues: The Minefield of Modern Manners. London: 
Profile Books Ltd, 2013. Print. 
Tuite, Clara. Lord Byron and Scandalous Celebrity. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Presss, 2105. Print. 
Turner, Graeme. Understanding Celebrity. London: Sage, 2004. Print. 
van Krieken, Robert. Celebrity Society. London and New York: Routledge, 2012. 
Print. 
 
 
214 
 
Voltaire, and John Renwick. Traité sur la tolérance : introduction et notes par John 
Renwick. Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 1999. Print. 
Winter, Katy. "Instagram fitness sensation with 700k followers - including the 
Victoria's Secret Angels - tells Femail the secrets of her incredible body." 
DailyMail [London] 4 June 2014 2014, Online ed., Femail. Web. 4 June 2014. 
Young, Dr Edward. The Love of Fame, The Universal Passion in Seven 
Characteristical Satires. . London, 1783. Print. 
Zweig, Stefan. Casanova: A Study in Self-Potraiture. London: Pushkin Press, 1998. 
Print. 
 
  
 
 
215 
 
Appendix: Selected contemporaneous visual representations of Casanova 
Casanova, Francesco. Portrait of Casanova. Early 1750s. Pencil. 
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Casanova fuyant les Plombs de Venise. 1787. Engraving.
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Berka, Jan. Casanova aged 62. 1787. Engraving.
 
 
 
 
 
 
